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3UBCOMMITTEE ON SELECT EDUCATION

August 8, 1991

The Honorable william D. Ford, chairman
Committec on Education and Labor

2181 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Ford:

The Subcommittee on Select Education is pleased to
submit Education 2005t The Rol2 of Research and Develop-
ment in an Overwhelming Campa gn for Fducatlon In America.
This report contains a practi:al set of recommendatlions to
achieve the most aeffective utilization of the office of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI). We contend
that, in addition to carrying out its original mission to
equalize educational opportunities, OERI, if properly
utilized, would facilitate the development of an "American
Solution" to improve our schools and our workforce, and to
create a "learning society",

Research and development is only a small part of the
overall long-term public policy and strategy needed to re-
vamp our national education effort; however, it is a
pivotal and critical component. Many other elements,
especially the provision of emergsncy Federal financial
relief to hard-pressed local schools, are of equal impor-
tance and must be pursued more vigorously by Congress.

Just as "overwhelming force" was used to achieve victory in
the Middle-East, we must mount an "overwhelning campaign" for
educational improvement which sets in motion many strategies
and models simultaneously. The coordinating entity at the
center of this campaign must be OERI.
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The recent launching of a private research and develop-
ment corporation in no way diminishes the importance of OERI.
At this crucial juncture, the Federal Government must not
surrender the tunction of educational R&D to an “"education/
industrial” complex. The attention and power of the full
Committee on Education and Labor will be needed to maintain
and expand a research and developrent entity that belongs to
the American people.

This report is the result of more than two years of work
by the Subcommittee on Select Education. We have conducted
numerous hearings and consultations. An attempt has been
nmade to summarize the best available knowledge and wisdom on
educational improvement efforts, We luok forward to working
with the full committee to incorporate this component into a
broader master Plan for future national education policy.

sinoefely yours,

R i
")' P

/MAJOR R. OMENS
* Chairperson



PREFACE

More than two years ago, the Subcommittee on Select Education
began the effort which has led to the completion of this report. As
can readily be seen from the chronology of hearings, numerous wit-
nesses contributed to this undertaking. Less formai individual and
small group contributions have also added to the depth and sensi-
tivity of these recommendations.

Far beyond the call of duty ar.d the requiremients of the ordinary
Jjob descriptions, the staff of the Subcommitree on Select Education
has worked with diligence and dedication to produce this very prac-
tical and vital report. We greatly appreciate the contributions of
Maria A. Cuprill, Wanser R. Green, Laurence Peters, Theda
Zawaiza, Pairicia Laird, and Maureen Crawford.

We also greatly appreciate the cooperation of the past and
present members of the Subcommittee on Select Education who
made it possible to conduct this unusual number of hearings. We
are grateful to Steve Rartlett, the past ranking member of the sub-
committee, the present vanking member, Cass Ballenger, and all of
the other members of the subcommittee: Donald M. Payne, José E.
Serrano, William J. Jefferson, Pat Williams, William D. Ford, Scott
L. Klug, and William F. Goodling.

The report, Education 2005: The Role of Research and Develop-
ment in an Overwhelming Campaign for Educational Improvement
in America, has truly been a collective enterprise involving many
persons concerned with the improvement of education in America.
We sincerely thank all of those who have participated.

MaJor R. Owens
Chairman, Subcommittee on Select Education
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FORWORD

Education 2005, is a practical set of recommendations to achieve
the most effective utilization of the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement. OERI is positioned to Play a pivotal role in the
transformation of American education, I properly utilized, OERI
would facilitate the development of an “American solution” to edu-
cational improvement by the year 2005. We propose five years of
wide-spread—even redundant—comprehensive ex rimentation;
five years of intensive evaluation, modification an certification;
and {we years of maximizing dissemination, consolidation and in.
stitutionalization of “what works.” A new era for American educa-
tion would commence in the year 2005.

To achieve significant, broad based, “critical mass” improve-
ments in American education we must launch a campaign equiva-
lent to fighting and winning a world war. Comparable to the strate-
gy of an “overwhelming force” in g military campaign, we must
mount an “overwhelmin campaign” for educational improvement.
Many strategies and models must be in motion and must be coordi-
nated simultaneously in order to reform and transform education
in our Nation.

Indeed, whether we acknowledge it or not, there is a war for
world economic dominance already raging. And, the ke weapon—
the vital chip—in this war is the human component. Education is
the process and the system we must use to construct, refine, main-
tain, and perfect this invaluable human component.

At every level, spread over the full range of commercial, military
and socia activilt:iy, competent human performance is essential. As
competent and adequate performance moves toward excellence, the
advantage shifts to the operation, enterprise, or nation which has
the greatest amount of cumulative excellence in performance. En.
hanced productivity is thz result of this cumulative excellence.

Cumulative excellence means excellence in the boiler rooms, in
the repair shops, and on the assembly line, as well as excellence in
the fiscal depag'tmen.ts, the executive suites, and the board rooms.

Indeed, slpven!mess in the boiler rooms and repair shops can gen-

suites and the board rooms irrelevant. Conversely, the best work-
ers, mechanics, and professionals in the world can find their efforts
rendered obeolete by incompetence at high levels.

_The education and training system of any. enter rise, corpora-
tion, or Nation bears the burden for establishing the comprehen-
sive or cumulative competent human performance necessary for ac-
ceptable productivity. 1t;\ee education and training system must also

a dynamic one, continually pushing the cumulative human per-
formance effort from competence toward execellence. Needless to
say, an education and training system must begin its mission at
whatever level it finds its human raw material. The state of pre-
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competence—illiteracy, unskilled, over-specialization—represents
the greatest challenge for an education and training system.

In America, the national education effort is a conglomerate one,
made up of many systems. However, all of these diverse parts
would benefit greatly from a more intensified and comprehensive
national educational improvement strategy. The Federal Govern-
ment must do what none of the parts alone is capable of accom-
plishing. The Federal Government must set forth a comprehensive
researci, development, and dissemination strategy for education in
America and must accept the direct responsibility for financing
and implementing those components which can only work by utiliz-
ing the capability of the Federal Government.

Although research and development is only one component of
the much needed “overwhelming campaign” in the overall effort to
reform and transform American education, it must be recognized
as a critical component. Research and development has repeatedly
emerged as a decisive factor in all of the modern human concerns
from war and disease to agriculture and consumer comforts. The
problem of the escalating per student cost of education will not be
solved without the leadership of R&D. The inner-city fourth grade
teacher, demoralized by discipline problems, can probably only be
rescued by R&D initiatives. Front line classroom teachers will

robably the last converts to endorse the relevancy of R&D;

owever, the television- and Nintendo-oriented pupils facing these
teachers are unknowingly demanding an update of teaching meth-
ods and techniques.

American Federation of Teachers President Albert Shanker re-
peatedly contends that traditional classroom lecturing has never
reached more than 20 percent of the public school students. In a
more complex society that can no longer absorb the 80 percent who
do not benefit from the traditional public school process, the chal-
lenge of finding new ways to engage students and new ways to
assist them in coping with their total environment can not be met
without the intense involvement of research and development.

More than twenty specific recommendations are included in this
final staff report. Education 2005 could have offered many addi-
tional recommendations; however, process is the major concern of
this effort—not specific proposals. The process is the prize. OERI
must establish and continually refine a scientifically-based process
for research and development. OERI must offer the best possible
objective, professional support for the President, the Congress, the
Governors, teachers, students, and the general public. All of these
constituents must have good reason to trust the pronouncements
and products of OERI.

The reward for an “overwhelming campaign” for educational im-
provement will be a unique “American solution’ to the present day
challenge of maintaining cumulative educational excellence. Our
Nation is saturated with high technology including the world’s best
and most extensive communications technology. Our children are
bombarded from many directions with facts and experiences which
presently influence their education, which could, if better utilized,
provide for an even greater enhancement of their learning rate and
the quality of their cognitive development. We also enjoy the bene-
fits of a diverse set of educational institutions and approaches to

L0
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learning. A systematic merging of our strengths, while retaining
flexibility and creativity, will produce the “American solution” to
the problem of producing and maintaining cumulative educational
excellence.

The “American solution” for educational improvement can not
be an imitation of the Japanese, the Soviet or the European school
systems. The “American solution” will be the end results of our
“overwhelming campaign” for educational improvement. National
advocates for education reform must recognize the fact that the
element of time can not be taken for granted. The momentum for
cumulative excellence in competing nations is escalating. Many
economic, industrial and scientific opportunities lost today will
slam shut the doors to related opportunities tomorrow.

A timetable for research and development must serve as the gy-
roscope for the implementation of the “overwhelming campaign.”
There is a need for Federal legislation which sets forth a national
commitment over an entire generation of the next thirty years.
The absolute minimum timeframe must be fifteen years. Since uni-
versal improvement is needed in all kinds of educational efforts, we
must begin with five years of widespread—even redundant—com-
prehensive experimentation. Demonstration projects which repli-
cate promising programs and approaches that work must saturate
this first phase. Five years of intense evaluation, modification and
certification must follow as phase two. Maximum dissemination,
consolidation and institutionalization of “what works” would con-
clude the fifteen years as the final phuse three. The commence-
ment of a new national educational effort based on the results of
fifteen years of the development of the “American solution” would
take place in the year 2005.

MaJor R. OwWens
Chairman, Subcommittee on Select Education

L’ N
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L. INTRODUCTION

Sixteen years ago, the Congress established a distinct Federal

office responsible for educational research and development, with
the following mission statement:
The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States to rovide to every
individual an equal opportunity to receive an education of high quaﬁty ardless of
race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap, national origin or social class. Although the
American educational system has pursued this objective, it has not obtained t is ob-
jective. Inequalities of opportunity to receive high quality education remain pro-
nounced. To achieve the goal of quality education requires the continued pursuit of
knowledge about education through research, improvement activities, data collec-
tion and information dissemination. While the direction of American education re-
mains primarily the responsibility of State and local governments, the Federal Gov-
ernment has a clear responsibility to provide leadership in the conduct and support
of scientific inquiry in the educational process.

Reclaiming this vision for federally-sponsored educational re-
search and develcpment for the 1990’s and beyond is the focus of
this report.

The House Subcommittee on Select Education has primary over-
sight responsibility for the Department of Education’s ice of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) as well as responsi-
bility for authorizing any new legislation relating to that office. In
1991 the authorizing legislation, set forth in sections 405 and 406 of
the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA), is due to expire.
This report has been developed as the first step in the process of
Preparing legislation for the reauthorization of OERI.

In a Nation where education is primarily a State and local re-
sponsibility, it is imperative that the Federal Government be in-
structive and supportive in its role rather than commanding and
controlling. The optimum role for the Federal Government is to do
for the States and localities what they cannot do for themselves.
Research, development, and dissemination are clearl functions
which the States and localities cannot conduct effectively for them-
selves, and for which the Federal Government must bear prime re-
sponsibility. The nature of these functions is such that they are
best carried out by means of an independent entity capable of gath-
ering data from a variety of sources for the purpose of making com-
Paiisons. Meaningful research, development, and dissemination
also require an investment above and beyond the ongoing oper-
ational activities and budgets of State and local education agencies.

The goal of the Federal research, development, and dissemina-
tion effort should be the estabiishment of a national treasure chest
of research results, models, and materials to be conveniently placed
at the disposal of the Nation’s educational decision-ma ers. In
order to accomplish this task, the Federal research, development,
and dissemination function must have the highest degree of integ-
rity and credibility. For good reason, education is a matter whic
arouses great emotions from many segments of the population. And
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the national landscape is littered with experts who claim to know
what and how children learn. Above the plethora of “mother-wit,”
common sense, ideological extremism, and psuedo-science there
must be established some stable and amply illuminated beacon of
light, fueled by the best available reason, science, and scholarship.

'This national treasure chest must be made available, not only to
Congress and the Federal executive branch, but to every decision-
maker in America. They must be able to tap intn a network which
allows them to use this vital resource. As they strive to improve
their systems, governors and State legislators, State commissioners,
local school boards, superintendents, principals, teachers and par-
ents should be able to confidently shop for ideas, models and mate-
rials. Of all the forms of assistance that the Federal Government
could possibly provide, research, development and dissemination
are the least «xpensive, the least threatening, and the most needed.

Just as research and development has so magnificently served
American industry, it can also greatly improve American educa-
tion. While it is possible to learn much that is useful from Europe-
an and Japanese school systems, our Nation’s unique problems
demand a special American solution. Every eight seconds of the
school day, an American student drops out. Every year, the U.S,
v.hool system graduates 7,000,000 young people who cannot reac
their diplomas. We face a crisis in American educativn, a crisis
that will demand a new and more systematic commitment of re-
sources and greater partnership between researchers and school-
based practitioners.

Education research and development should play a vital role in
providing the centrifugal force around which reform efforts must
proceed. Meaningful school improvement cannot occur without an
enhanced Federal capability to provide the Nation with reliable in-
formation and materials that are proven effective. The stakes now
are far too high—in terms of the survival of our high-wage, techno-
logically-based economy—for us to proceed on the road to educa-
tional reform without guideposts and clear maps. The era of non-
systematic, hit and miss innovations that are seldom replicated
must be ended; so too must the anti-intellectualism that has provid-
ed a nurturing environment for faddism, partisan interference, and
ever-changing priorities.

The economic well-being of .r society depends on the effective
education of all of our citizens. Statistics such as the following indi-
cate that there are serious failures in meeting the educational
needs of millions of young Americans. Specifically:

@ It is estimated by the Bureau of the Census that an average of
3,789 children drop out of school each day, or 682,000 a year. In
urban centers the rate is much higher; up to half of all stu-
dents entering ninth grade fail to graduate. The costs of drop-
ping out are staggering, both for the individual and for the so-
ciety generally. The Committee on Economic Development
(CED) estimates that each year’s class of dropouts will cost the
Nation more than $240 billion in lost earnings and foregone
taxes over their lifetimes. CED excludes from this figure the
billions for crime control, welfare and health care, and other
social services, that this group will cost the Nation.

13
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® Currently, according to CED, fewer than 50 percent of high
school seniors read ut levels considered adequate to carry out
only moderately complex tasks, while a staggerir.; 80 percent
have inadequate writing skills.

® In the areas of math and science, our students rank near the
bottom in international measures of achievement among devel-
oped nations.

To combat these and numerous other problems facing American
education, the present administration has proposed the creation of
“world-class student performance standards” as the first step
toward the achievement of six vital education goals. By implica-
tion, a “world-class education effort” is required of all school dis-
tricts and States. Students must have available the facilities, equip-
ment, materials, instruction, teaching methods, etc. which provide
them with the “opportunity” to perform at the level set by the
world-class standards.

Creating “a learning society” and “a Nation of students” is the
overall goal of the strategy of the President and the Nation’s gover-
nors as contained in “America 2000.” This and other similar com-
prehensive approaches which seek an American solution to the
problem of educational improvement presents OERI with an unpar-
alleled challenge. While OERI must strive to satisfy a number of
new and necessary demands, it must retain jts commitment to the
original mission: . .. to provide to every individual an equal oppor-
tunity to receive an education of high quality regardless of race,
color, religion, sex, age, handicap, national origin, or social
class....”

This report, and the subsequent reauthorizing legislation based
on this report, seeks to provide maximum flexibility for the fuiure
functioning of OERI while insisting that the original mission must
ncver be abandoned.




II. RECOMMENDATIONS: FINDINGS AND CONSIDERATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

The National Education Goals cannot be achieved without a
greatly expanded Federal research, development, and dissemina.
tion system. The Office of Educational Research and Im rovement
(OERID) is in a position to play a pivotal role in the deve opment of
a national education reform strategy. If OERI did not already exist,
it would have to be invented, Currently, its history of politicization,
mission fragmentation, and inadequate funding serve to margina-
lize OERI's potential influence, The following indings and consid-
erations represent the critical first steps towards OERI's expanded
role. Process must be the key concern of OERI, Since most Ameri-
can adults have their own deeply felt recommendations for correct-
ing the shortcomings of our schools, it will be very difficult to
reach timely agreements on substance, A process for sgekinf im-

con-
cerned and educated persons should be able to endorse. Consistenc
also requires that we accept the outcomes/results of such a civil.
ized process.

1. The administrative and policymaking context for OERI must be
modified by establishing an Educational Research Policy and
Priorities Board which ias the status, prestige and credibility
hecescary to reassure governmental decision-makers and the
public in general that there will be a determined ongoing
effort to maintain maximum feasible freedom from partisan in.
terference. The Educational Research Policy and Priorities
Board shall recommend Priorities, review grant and contract.
:ina!ting Procedures, and make other relevant policy recommen-

ations,

2. OERI must set Priorities for research and establish a series of
long-term goals in consultation with Congrsss, a restructured
Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board, and the Na-
tional Education Goals Panel.

3. The investment goal of the Federal research, development and
dissemination function must be 1 percent of the total amount
spent nationallly on education. Funds spent for these activities
by States, localities and the private sector should be included
in the overall assessment of tge national investment.

4. OERI must require routine professional and independent evalua-
tions of all funded education research, development and dis-
semination activities and make them available to Congress in
prescribed stages over a four-year period.

5. An Institute for the Education of At-Risk Students must be es-
tablished to conduct intensive research and demonstration ini-

(b)
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tiatives designed to speedily promote the improvement of edu-
cation for at-risk students and to provide ongoing assistance to
schools whose enrvllments are made up predominantly of at-
risk students.

6. Private sector involvement in the generation of educational prod-
ucts and services must be thoroughly reviewed and special ef-
forts must be mounted to forge more effective partnerships be-
tween the private and public sectors.

7. OERI must make a significant new investment in researching
and evaluating new technology capable of improving the qual-
ity of education at all levels.

8. The coordination of OERI's mission with that of other compo-
nents of the Department of Education is critical. OERI must
appoint an administrative task force designed to improve the
coordination of OERI's educational research, development and
dissemination function with those of other Federal agencies.

9. OERI must more effectively coordinate its research and develop-
ment efforts with the National Science Foundation.

10. OERI must commit to research on the wealth of effective educa-
tional practices developed and/or advanced by special educa-
tion research and devise a system whereby these practices may
be transferred to general education and made available for
more wide-spread applications.

11. OERI must conduct an on-going review of military educational
and manpower training research in order to develop programs
and practices which apply the most promising methodologies
and technologies to civilian education practices.

. OERI must develop a national dissemination policy that will ad-
vance the goal of placing a national treasure chest of research
results, models and materials at the disposal of the Nation’s
education decision-makers.

13. In order to guarantee the continued infusion and utilization of
research and development results, OERI must establish a re-
sponsive and interactive delivery system for research, develop-
ment and dissemination (similar to the original agricultural
extension programs of the land grant colleges).

14. OERI must set standards, conduct assessments, and promote re-
search and development activities which enhance the capabil-
ity of States and local education agencies to improve the gov-
ernance and management of their schools.

15. OERI should conduct research to enhance the capacity of librar-
ies of all kinds to play a major role in educational improve-
ment and to serve as one of the primary vehicles for literacy
education, continuing education, and citizenship education.

16. OERI must join with the newly-established Office of Correction-
al Education to mount an aggressive research, development,
and dissemination initiative targeted at improving correctional
education.

—
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

7

To improve the transition between school and work and to
ensure a systematic approach to adult education, OERI must
increase its efforts to identify and evaluate promising pro-
grams and practices.

OERI must address the need for an expanded educational base
by promoting resezcch which fully explores the educational
utility of institutions such as public television, zoos, museums,
planetariums, symphony halls, and theaters.

OERI must provide leadership for the establishment of a more
definitive Federal position on the value of the involvement of .
parents and community-based organizations in achieving the
National Education Goals, and for determining the optimum
quantity and quality of government support for activities
which encourage and enhance the involvement of parents and
community-based organizations.

OERI must increase minority participation in the full range of
educational research and development activities.

OERI must increase the investment of research, development,
and dissemination efforts to improve the possibilities that all
children will start school ready to learn, recognizing that such
readiness is the cornerstone to quality education.
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FINDINGS AND CONSIDERATIONS

1. The administrative and policymaking context for OERI must be
modified by establishing an Educational Research Policy and Prior-
ities Board which has the status, prestige, and credibility necessary
Yo reassure governmental decision-makers and the public in general
that there will be a determined, ongoing effort to maintain maxi-
mum feasible freedom from partisan interference. The Educational
Research Policy and Priorities Board shall recommend priorities,
review grant and contract-making procedures, and make other rele-
vant policy recommendations.

In order to achieve universal educational improvement and the
National Education Goals, federaliy-sponsored education research
and development must be Placed on a nonpartisan course, OER]I, as
a subordinate administrative entity within the Department of Edu-
cation, must be given, at the very least, a measure of decision-
making autonomy to insulate the office from the partisan political
pressures that will continue to build as the educational crisis we
face worsens.

Many teachers and education professionals view OERI's efforts
with great suspicion and are reluctant to explore ideas and ap-
Proaches which they, rightly or wrongly, consider more ugeful to
politicians on their campaign trail than to teachers in the class.
room. This distrust of OERF'\:vas shared by many in Congress and
led to a sharp decline in the resources available for educational re-
search and development. Though appropriations for OERI have re-
bounded somewhat in recent years, the perception that its work is
tainted by Partisanship remains, Significant increases in appropria-
tions are unlikely so long as so many in Congress continue to
regard OERI as either irrelevant to or obstructive of the critical
task of education reform.

Even more important is the threat that partisan interference
poses to the integrity of the research enterprise itself, The ambi-
tious National Education Goals, promulgatetf by the President and
the Governors, cannot be achieved without a sound, objective base
of research to guide Practitioners and administrators. Thig kind of
knowledge base can only be developed by an entity which is driven
exclusively by a commitment to excellence and a determination to
identify and replicate what works in education—and not merely
what sells well and sounds good.

The concern that federally-funded research be insulated from

artisan interference is not a new one. The founders of the original

ational Institute of Education (NIE) explicitly sought this kind of
insulation, but the administrative structures they devised to
achieve it lg;oved inadequate. Although the National Council for
Education Research (NCER) was meant to be a broadly representa-
tive advisory board with the powers to recommend policy, no specif-

9
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ic board membership criteria was established. Furthermore, be-
cause the body’s nomination process was entirely in the hands of
the executive branch, critical delays in selecting a board affected
NIE'’s ability to present credible testimony before key congressional
appropriations committees.! As Albert Shanker, President of the
American Federation of Teachers, has stated in Subcommittee
hearings:

The history of our Federal education research effort as incarnated by NIE and
OERI has been a short, troubled and turbulent one. It has been marked by a surfeit
of politics, short-term thinking, a declining budget and declining confidence, and

much demoralization. This is a tragedy ...not only because the promise was so
great, but because so much good work has indeed been produced.?

The General Accounting Office provided support for Shanker’s as-
sertions in their report and testimony before the Subcommittee.
OERI has suffered from precipitous declines in funding, frequent
changes in leadership and priorities, and declines in the quality of
the information produced.®

A more independent and representative board is a crucial first
step in restoring the credibility of the educational research enter-
prise. This view is also shared by the independent Office of Tech-
nology Assessment (OTA):
Lessons learned from research institutes in other areas could be used to construct a
charter that would provide the greatest possible insulation from political manipula-

tion while ensuring that the system was responsive to the needs of its clients—the
Nation's students and teachers.*

In some of the major research fields, from space exploration to
health, boards similar to the kind recommended have significantly
shaped policy and have been successful in attracting widespread
and sustained support for their work. Unless OERI is given more
freedom from partisan interference, the office will not enjoy the
benefits of more prestigious agencies (e.g., stable and steadily in-
creased funding, ability to attract and retain high-quality person-
nel); consequently, the National Education Goals will remain out of
reach. We are proposing a structure which allows for participation
of a wide range of individuals who will bring objectivity to policy-
making, priority setting, and the grant-making process. The Educa-
tional Research Policy and Priorities Board will be responsible for
shaping the educational research, development, and dissemination
policy in the United States. Membership, limited to a maximum of
24, could be composed as follows:

Presidential Appointments—16 to be appointed by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate who shall include:

@ 7 who shall be appointed from among researchers in the field
of education who have been nominated by the National Acade-

1 1. Sproull, 8. Weiner, and D. Wolf, Or, nizirl:f an Anarchy: Beh'eg, Bureaucracy and Politics
in the National Institute of Education (Chicago: niversity Press, 1978) 85.

3 United States House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Select Education, Qversight Hear-
ing Am t_rezo 0’1‘!1)%% of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), Testimony of Albert Shank-
er, April 20, .

3 United States General Accounting Office (GAO), Education Information: C.'.Jﬁg_in Funds
and bl;rw{tg% Have Affected Production and Quality, (Washington, DC: GAO-PEMD-88-4, No-
vember, .

4 United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), Technology and the Ameri.
can Economic Transition: Choices for the Future, May, 1988,

1Y

.
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my of Sciences, including persons who are among the leading
authorities on early childhood and adult education.

® 3 classroom teachers, at least 2 of whom continue to work reg-
ularly in the classroom, who shall be appointed from among
outstanding teachers nominated by the American Federation
of Teachers, the National Education Association, the Associa-
tion of Young Children, the Head Start Association, and other
national organizations of teachers.

® 1 chief state school officer who shall be appointed from among
those nominated by the Association of Chief State School Offi-
cers,

® 1 school superintendent who shall be apppointed from among
those nominated by the American Association of School Ad-
ministrators.

® 1 professional librarian, school library media specialist, library
administrator, or library science educator who shall be ap-
pointed from among those nominated by the American Library
A.ssocliation and other national organizations of library profes-
sionals.

® 1 parent with a demonstrated record of promoting parental in-
volvement in education who shall be appointed from among
those nominated by the National Parent-Teachers Association
and other national organizations of parents.

® 1 individual from the non-profit foundation community who
shall be appointed from among those individuals nominated by
foundations which have been jnvolved consistently and signifi-
cantly in efforts to improve education.

@ 1 individual from business and industry with significant expe-

rience in promoting private sector involvement in education

who shall be appointed from among those nominated by the

Committee for Economic Development, the National Alliance

of Business, the Chamber of Commerce, and other national or-

ganizations.

Congressional Appointments—Total of 8 members:

® 3 members to be appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives.

® 1 member to be appointed by the Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives,

o S3e mttaembers to be appointed by the Majority Leader of the

nate.

® 1 member to be appointed by the Minority Leader of the

Senate.

Based on the needs, conicerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. The Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board should
meet on a biannual basis: once to set the agenda for the effec-
tive use of research, development and dissemination, and to
provide recommendations on the agency’s budget and policies
impacting research priorities, grant and contract-making pro-
cedures; once with the National Education Goals Panel to mon-
itor progress toward the National Goals and to prepare an

L)




annual report to the Congress providing its r&ommeqdatipns
on future policy for research, development, and dissemination.

2. Executive Membership of the Educational Research Policy and
Priorities Board should meet quarterly.

Preliminary Report Priorities 9/1988

1989-1999

A. Fully implemest easly childhood programs
to cover all eligible children

B. latroduce Oriental and Slavic language
atudies into every high school in Amesica

C. Achieve a 90% graduation rate fos High
School

D. Double the numbes of minosity graduates
enteting the teaching profession

E. Achieve a 90% grade level seading sate fos
all ninth graders (as detetemined by »
natlonally sccepted test)

1999-2009

A Increase by 50% the number of students
enlering inlo and graduating f1om coliege

B. Impirove the 1stings of pesformance of
Amegican students in intetnational math
and science comparisons

C. Ensuse 100% computes litesacy fos all
high school graduates

D. lotieduce individualized educational programs

into all elemeniasy and secondary schools

£ Achieve 8 90% adult litesacy sate nationally

President & Governoss Priorities 12/1989

By tbe year 2000, all children in America
will stast school seady to learn

By the yeas 2000, the high achool graduation
sate will increase to atleaat 90 percent

Ny the year 2000, Amesican students will leave
giades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstiated competency
ovel challengiog aubject matter including English,
malkematics, science, history, and geography,

and every schiool in America will ensure thal all
students lcarn 10 wse their minds well, 20 they

may be prepased fos ses): snsible citizeaship,

fusther learning. and pro-iuctive employmeat in our
modern ecosomy

By the year 2000, U.S. s ' dents will be first in the
world in mathematics aad science achicvement

By the year 2000, everv adull American will be

litesate and will posses: *ae knowledge and skills
necessaty {0 compete it .. global economy and exercise
the rights and sespomsil.iities of citizenship

1y the year 2000, every chool Is America will
be free of drugs and violence and will offes
a disciplined envi t conducive to learni

Q [

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



2. OERI must set priorities for research and establish a series of
long-term Igoals in consultation with Coug::s a restructured Edu-
cational Research Policy and Priorities rd, and the National
Education Goals Panel.

The National Education Goals are exceedingly important because
they form the basis for the development of a strategy to deal with
our failing education system. In 1988, the Subcommittee, in its Pre-
liminary Report, called for the adoption of priorities in order to
provide a focus for a national education agenda. In 1989, at the
Charlottesville Education Summit, the President and the Gover.
nors reaffirmed the Subcommittee’s position on the need for prior-
ities by establishing priorities for the year 2000. [See page 12.)

The National Education goals have created a new environment
for priority-setting in the area of education research, develcpment,
and improvement. The goals must be accompanied by a strong im-
plllementation Plan in order that they not be dismissed as empty
rhetoric.

As a Nation, we face serious educati.a problems. At one ex-
treme, our best schools do not measure up to those of our major
commercial and industrial competitors; our best students in math
and science receive an inadequate education. At the other extreme,
large numbers of schools are collapsing because we cannot provide
the minimum financial resources necessary to maintain even the
basic staff, equipment, and physical plant.

We need a strategy to upgr:de all aspects of the education
system in neighborhoods of all kinds in aﬁe:mu of the cuuntry.

ucation research must provide better test data, and more criti-
cally, provide the seed corn for the experimentation and demon-
stration so desFerately needed to change the “factory model” of
schools that fail 80 percent of the students.5

. The Subcommittee hearings produced evidence that OERI has a

limited capacity to engage in significant long-term planning to ad-
dress the problems schools will confront in the year 2000 and
beyond. The dangers of short-term funding and rapidl shifting pri-
orities—that have served to further weaken the credvibility of the
educational research and development enterprise and prevented
the marshallin%'l?f resources around key priority areas—were also
made evident. The Federal educational research capacity must go
beyond the personal preferences of incoming Assistant Secretaries
and the demands of political fashion,

The agency’s inability to plan ahead has Precipitated a lack of
lonﬁ-term, carefully evaluated research—precisely the type that is
highly valued and has made a difference at the Bolicy evel. The
single best known example of this work is the erry Pre-school
Project, which continues to be funded through the High/Scope

® Oversight Hearing on OERI, Testimony of Albert Shanker, April 20, 1988,
(13)

o
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Foundation based in Michigan. The work was based on a commit-
ment to improve the educational experiences for a group of disad-
vantaged preschool children. The long-term research made it clear
that specific kinda of early intervention were effective means of
avoiding the high societal cost of educational failure.

As stated in the Preliminary Report, our planning must take
into account some of the basic economic realities that will impact
on us by the end of the century (e.g., the projected shortage of
skilled labor to fill an increasing amount of jobs that require at
Jeast a high school diploma). We all agreed that the goal of a 90
percent graduation rate by the year 2000 should be more that just
an ideal; it must be a real target for the entire society if the United
States is going to compete in today’s international marketplace.®

The potential for change may be greater in some areas than in
others. The National Academy of Education, following the Subcom-
mittee’s suggestion contained in its Preliminary Report will shortly
report on its evaluation of our educational knowledge to date and
identify areas most likely to yield the greatest potential to improve
student learning. We require improved processes which will enable
OERI to make informed, rational decisions about how it can most
efficiently use, as well as build upon, the existing knowledge base
to most effectively meet the Nation’s current and future needs.

The formation of the National Education Goals Panel provides us
with an opportunity to consider the broadest possible ways in
which our national investment in research and development can be
expanded and marshalled to enable the kinds of transformations
needed to ensure the attainment of the National goals by the year
2000. The National Education Goals are not self-executing. There-
fore, the National Education Goals Panel should work with the re-
structured OERI Educational Research Policy and Priorities Board
to develop research priorities. To a large extent, OERI needs to be
more “mission oriented,” but as with military and medical re-
search, that emphasis must include basic research. Indeed, basic re-
search very often drives the mission of many of these agencies, Ero-
viding new ideas and unearthing new and innovative approaches.
Federal educational research has historically been unable to take
full advantage of basic research since it has lacked the financial ca-
pacity found in military and medical sciences research. As OERI
moves to transform the National Education Goals into research pri-
orities, it needs to adhere to the guidelines established under exist-
ing authorizing legislation.

We must insist that the issue of education equity be addressed.
Although existing legislation clearly calls on OERI to place the
highest priority on the inequalitf' of opportunities in education,
OERI has failed to do so. The failure of urban public schools, the
lack of educational resources in rural settings, the extraordinary
drop-out rate for students in regular and special education have a
direct correlation with the pervasive trends in the paet 20 years of
inequity.

Urgent interventions at the local level are called for to prevent
school districts from total collapse as has occurred most notably in

8 Oversight Hearing OERI, Testimony of Gordon Ambach, April 21, 1988, 80.
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Patterson and Jersey City, New Jersey, Chelsea, Massachusetts and
Chicago. We must, as well, assist States such as Kentucky and
Texas, struggling to reform inequitable systems of school financing.
A national strategy of educational improvement has to begin to
target those urban school districts that are experiencing the high-
est drop-out rates, the lowest per pupil expenditure, high rates of
school board corruption, and the lowest levels of educational
achievement. As the New Jersey Supreme Court stated in its
Abbott v. Burke, ruling:

A thorough and efficient education requires such level of education as will enable
all students to function as citizens and workers in the same society, and that neces.

sarily means that in poorer urban districts something more must be added to the
regular education in order to achieve the command of the Constitution.?

That “something more” must be sustained by Federal support in
communities where educational institutions can no longer be con-
sidered effective. Research information and technical assistance
must be provided in order to minimize paralysis and chaos and to
Prevent the repetition of ineffective reform cycles. The strategy
must also include direct research and technical assistance to those
States and communities that, like Kentucky, have made the bold
decision to sweep away inequitable educational laws and start to
rebuild their entire systems from the ground up.

OERI must be at the center rather than the margin of the educa-
tional reform movement. The National Education Goals will not be
achieved unless they are tied to a long-term strategy of sound edu-
cation research and development. A comprehensive bold and sys-
tematic approach is now needed.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI's restructured Educational Research Policy and Priorities
Board should meet with the National Goals Panel at the earli-
est possible opportunity to develop a report to Congress and to
the executive branch on the Proposed research priorities.

2. The National Education Goals Panel needs to appoint an educa-
tion research, development, dissemination, and evaluation
taskforce that can advise the Panel on research priorities
within a ten-, twenty-, and thirty-year time frame.

7 Abbott v. Burke (New Jersey Supreme Court 1990) 125-6.




d. The investment goal of the Federal research, development and
dissemination function must be 1 percent of the total amount spent
nationally on education. Funds spent for these activities by States,
localities and the private sector shoy be included in the overall
assessment of the national investment.

There is a widespread consensus that funds devoted to education
research and development are dangerously limited. This was not
always the case. In 1965, the Office of Education’s Bureau of Re-
search administered a budget of $100 million. The Preliminary
Plan for the National Institute of Education (NIE—predecessor to
OERI), commissioned by the old Department of Health Education
and Welfare, called for a baseline budget of $130 million in 1973
dollars with steady increments so that NIE would command a
budget of over $1 billion after a ten-year period. er Levian of
RAND (commissioned to prepare the Preliminary Plan) reflected
that only this amount of money “would begin to create an engine
of improvement and reform large enough to move the education
system.” 8 This amount is minuscule when compared with the esti-
mated $268 billion cost of supporting those whom our educational
system has failed.®

According to the General Accounting Office (GAO), funding for
NIE/OERI declined by 79 percent between 1973 and 1986.19 By
contrast, research and development spending by other Federal
agencies has substantially increased over this period. For example,
research and development spending by the Department of Defensc
increased 111 percent in constant dollars between fiscal year 1978
and 1988.11 In 1987, the Department of Education (including OERI)
spent $124 million on research and development; the Department
of Defense spent over three hundred times that amount—over $36
billion—(62 percent on research, development, test, and evaluation;

as much ($210 million); the Department of Commerce over three
times as much ($405 million).12

According to the Congressional Research Service, the U.S. in-
vests approximately 2 percent of its GNP in civilian research and
development.!? By comparison, the Department of Education’s in-

. 5; RAND, National Institute of Education: Preliminary Plan for the Proposed Institute, 1971,

® United States Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Hearing on the Crisis in the Workplace:
The Mismatch of Jobs and Skills, Testimony of Robert T. Jones, Assistant Secretary for Employ-
ment and Training, October 31, 1989, 16,

'° GAO, Education Information, 69,

M Congressional Research Service (CRS), United States Library of Congress, The Federal Con-
tribution to Basic Research, (Washington, DC: CRS 87-633SPR, July 1987) 7.

'2 CRS, Research and Development Funding: FY 89, March 1988, 5.

V3 CRS, Education: The Cha lenges, Major lssue Forum, October 1988, 19.
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vestment in research and development accounted for 0.2 percent of
its total budget.!*

The total national investment in education (including State and
local levels) is $309 billion.!5 Therefore, OERI’s funding for educa-
tional research ($131 million) is well below the 1 percent considered
healthy for any enterprise that needs to adapt to changing de-
mands. The Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) recently ex-
pressed the point another way: “If the Nation’s educational enter-
prise invested in research and development in the same proportion
to gross receipts as the average U.S. industry, investment would
have amounted to between $8 and $12 billion in 1985, G0 to 90
times more than the actual total.” !¢ For example, the Xerox Cor-
poration spends $700 million (a much greater percentage of its
%\zralll budget than that spent by the Federal Government) on

D. 7

In a recent article, Dr. Arthur Wise comments:

Additional resources are required for educational research. Presently far less than 1
percent of the Federal education budget is invested in research and development. In
contrast, companies working in arenas utilizing a high technology and information

base invest from 7 to 20 percent of their budgets in research and development; the
top five companies in computer services spend 16 to 28 percent.!®

Lewis Perleman of the Hudson Institute has strongly advocated
the 1 percent figure stating: ‘“This would be an increase of ten to
forty times over the current level of educational R&D investment,
and would still leave the education industry spending only half as
much on R&D as the average U.S. business.” !°

Professor James Guthrie, another supporter of the 1 percent
goal, states:

Even when philanthropic funds for education research and the contributed time of
doctoral student researchers are added, it is unlikely that the total amount [expend-
ed nationally for educational R&D] would reach $1 billion. In other words, as an
enterprise, higher and lower education in America, an endeavor that expends $300
billion each year, is expected to enhance its productivity from an R&D funding base
that is probably less than one-third of 1 percent of its total annual expenditures.
This makes no sense. It certainly explains why the Federal Government is unable to
exercise any significant influence over education research.2°

Despite a 41.8 percent budget increase over the previous fiscal
year, OERI remains underfunded. Substantial increases will be re-
quired as OERI begins to focus on the National Education Goals.
Private industry realizes that in a highly competitive, global econo-
my, investment in research and development is necessary to keep a
technological edge. Currently, we are competing to maintain our

14 GAO, R&D Funding: the Department of Education in Pr:spective, (Washington, DC: GAO/
PEMD-88-18FS, May 1988) 5.

18 United States Department of Education, The Fiscal Year 1989 Budget, 1.

18 OTA bases this estimate on Federal education research spending of $130 million, approxi-
mately 0.06 percent of total government spending on education and a private investment of be-
tween 8 and 13 percent. See OTA, Technology and the American Transition, 458.

17 Oversight Hearing on OERI, Testimony of Dennis P. Doayle, April 20, 1988,

18 Arthur Wise, A Response to America's Reform Agenda: The National Institutes for Educa-
tional Improvement,” Educational Researcher, May 1990, 25.

M“ llnggoiszl;erleman. Hudson Institute Briefing Paper No. 120 (Indianapolis: Hudson Institute,

ay ) 24.

10 James Guthrie, “Education R&D’s Lament (An¢ What to Do About It),” Educational Re-
searcher, March 1990, 27.
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role in the international marketplace; we stand to lose millions of
jobs to our competitors in Europe and the Pacific Rim if we cannot
prepare qualified graduates.2! Simply exhorting people to achieve
higher standards will not make the difference; expanding our na-
tional capacity to produce high quality information capable of
making a difference in the classrooms of America will. OERI—
through a substantially augmented national research, development,
e}\;alu?:ion, and dissemination system—must take the leadership in
this effort.

*' National Center on Education and the Economy, America’s Choice: High Skills or Low
Wages, Report of The Commission on the Skills or the American Workforce, 1990.




4. OERI must require routine profcssional and independent evalua-
tions of all funded education research, development and dissemina-
tion activities and make them available to Congress in prescribed
stages over a four-year period.

It is the responsibility of government to provide information re-
garding the results of federally-funded programs or research. With-
out such information it becomes difficult to assess the value of the
work being performed and to make the case for more funds if war-
ranted. “In the past, sound evaluations have contributed strongly
to well-informed decisions, such as those to maintain effective pro-
grams like Head Start or runaway and homeless youth. Without
such evaluations, these important programs might not have sur-
vived the budget cuts that depleted other programs whose effective-
ness had not been so solidly established. . . . Today, the capability to
perform prOﬁra*n evaluation is drying up ... in such [critical] areas
as defense, heulth care, education, and the environment where it
is ... most necded.” 22

Federal education evaluation activity be%an with the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) which required that
all education programs be evaluated. With the rapid increase in
ESEA funding during the 1970’s, every State was roviding grants
(through Title III of that Act) for innovative schoorprograms, thus
creating a need to strengthen the existing review and evaluation
mechanism. No longer were the assertions of program developers
acceptable as evidence of program effectiveness. In 1974, the Office
of Education and the National Institute of Education created the
dJoint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) made up of staff mem-
bers from both agencies as the formal review and evaluation com-

onent. Subseguently, JDRP (later reorganized as PEP—Program
uffectiveness Panel) became the evaluation arm for the National
Diffusion Network (NDN).

No other agency in the education field has evoked more respect
for its evaluation process than NDN. Historically, we have looked
to NDN’s PEP as the model for the evaluation of education pro-
grams. At its pinnacle, PEP made evaluation decisions on 700 sub-
missions for exemglary program status over a 20-year period.
“From the outset, the Panel stressed strong evidence in the form of
quasi-experimental designs and measures whose reliability and va-
lidity could be clearly established. In an attempt to expand the
process, the Panel has altered some of its procedures over the
years: agreeing to review programs that had not been develo(s)ed
with Federal money; broadening membership to include non-Feder-
al panelists; conducting reviews by mail; replacing its ‘majority
rules’ approval with a point system.” 23

22 Charles A. Bowsher, "Proqram Evaluation is Essential,” The Bureaucrat. Fall 1990, 6.
*? Conrad G. Katzenmeyer, Singing the Same Old Tune: Federal Evaluation Poligz,v and the
Program Effectiveness Panel.”" Theory into Practice, V. XXX, Number 1, Winter 1991, 70,
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In the late 1970’s through the early 1980’s program submissions
reached their peak, averaging 58 per year. With the demise of Title
III and cuts in other programs, PEP experienced a decrease in sub-
missions. Of the 27 submissions between 1988 and 1989, half were
recertifications; “of the 14 submissions approved, only 8 were new
to NDN. In the past 5 years, in keeping with Federal regulations,
the Panel . . . has begun to review and recertify programs it had ap-
proved in years past.” 24

Although NDN has been touted as the best instrument for evalu-
ating education programs, reality demands that we objectively look
at some of its underlying weaknesses: its portfolio only contains 42
currently validated programs; a majority of its 248 active programs
lack current recertification; and there is no verifiable evidence of
the effectiveness of programs after they have been adopted or repli-
cated by a school or school district. NDN has also been criticized
for a lack of exemplary programs from the science and library
areas.

In the fields of science and health, The National Science Founda-
tion (NSF) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH) use the
peer review process, a time-honored and respected evaluation
model which has been universally replicated. This model was used
at least 300 years ago in England to evaluate scientific papers for
publication. Federal use of peer review dates back to 1937 when the
National Advisory Cancer Council was authorized to review appli-
cations for research funding and to certify approval for projects
with potential to significantly contribute to knowledge about
cancer. Currently, NSF and NIH rely predominantly on external
peer review (the advice of experts in the field) in awarding re-
search projects.

Within the scientific community, peer review has been continual-
ly and overwhelmingly endorsed as the best method of assuring
that the best research is funded. On the other hand, GAO in its
audit. of peer review, found that it has been criticized as “‘an inces- -
tuous ‘buddy system’ that frequently stifles - 2w ideas and scientific
breakthroughs. In a survey of 4,100 members of a national honor-
ary scientific society, 36 percent agreed with the statement that
‘procurement procedures for grants to do governmentally-sponsored
research depends on who you know.’ Many requests seem to be
funded primarily because the researchers are already known and
supported by the granting organizations.” 25 GAO further found
that there have been only a few studies performed in determining
the reliability and effectiveness of the peer review method. Two
studies performed on past NSF funding decisions found that re-
viewers a year later disagreed with at least one quarter of the
original NSF decisions. “Thus, some have argued that chance can
play a significant role in whether & proposal gets funded since a
d.iffef,egst group of reviewers may come to an alternate conclu-
sion.

24 Katzenmeyer, 70.

19;; (‘:ZAO- University Funding: Information on the Role of Peer Review at NSF and NIH, March

28 GAO, University Funding, 36.
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In the area of education research, development, and dissemina-
tion, professional and independent evaluathns are extremely weak.
OERI has failed to exercise leadership in this area. The GAO, in its
Transition Series, stated:

Since the early 1970s, education studies have declined sharply. Program evalua-
tion studies, in particular, have declined by over 65 percent. Moreover, the statisti-
cal data produced were often stale (3-5 years, or more, out of date) and the technical
quality varied.

The research function could benefit from the lessons learned in reconstructing the
statistical systems....The laboratory and center systems. . . currently . .. consume
about 95 percent of the Department’s non-programmatic research resources, yet no
evaluative data exist on whether this is an optimal use of limited funds. How prior-

ities for these awards are set will affect the flow of educational information for the
next 5 years.2?

The U.S. Department of Education annually spends more than
$2C bill’on to support over 100 elementary, secondary and postsec-
onaarv education programs; yet, it has failed to adequately evalu-
ate them.?® Funds spent to evaluate this investment dec ined 31
percent between 1975 and 1984; and approximately one-tenth of 1
percent of total amount spent on the Department’s programs is for
evaluation.?? Alan L. Ginsburg, Director of the Department of Edu-
cation’s evaluation arm, makes clear that “‘some program offices
have refused to conduct studies that might raise concerns about
the effectiveness of their efforts.” 20 He also cites underlying weak-
nesses of the few evaluation studies that have been conducted:
They do not reveal information about program implementation and
are so poorly designed that results of demonstration programs are
almost valueless.

OERI continues to defer systematic and thorough review of the
entities it funds. It should coordinate its evaluation efforts with the
Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation (OPBE) which has
made efforts to develop more rigorous programmatic evaluations.
OPBE has a professional review group to audit the quality of the
evaluation methodology in order to ensure OPBE’s desire to relate
evaluation objectives to legislative objectives and coordinate the de-
livery of formative data to coincide with legislative reauthorization.

The time has long passed when hearsay and anecdotal evidence
about the value of funded activities can be substituted for hard doc-
umentation. While education research, development and dissemina-
tion work can be difficult to evaluate, it should be possible to devel-
op reasonable criteria to assess progress towards clearly identifia-
ble goals. Strong OERI leadership is necessary to facilitate more
professioral evaluations which would improve the credibility of
educational research. What is needed 18 a hybrid evaluation
model—the knowledge of the peer reviewer, the discipline of the
NDN PEP criteria, and the understanding of the professional who
works in the field. In keeping with this, it is imperative that OERI
develop an on-going evaluation criteria that follows a four-step
Process: (1) a start-up assessment; (2) an operations review; (3) a

——

2" GAO, Transition Series: Program Evaluation Isgues (Washington, DC: GAO/OCG-89-9TR,
November 1988) 16-17,

2% Alan L. Ginsburg, “Revitalizing Program Evaluation: The U.S. Department of Education
Experience,” Evaluation Review Vo, 13, No. 6. December 1989, 579-597

% GAO, Education Information, 72.

30 Ginsburg, 582,
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third year progress report; and (4) a final evaluation which utilizes
material from the first three years. Evaluation and monitoring
must be used to assure that organizations funded by OERI adhere
to the goals and objectives articulated in their proposals in order to
assess compliance and future funding. OERI must view evaluation
as an integral part of research, development and dissemination; as
a tool for management and funding decisions; and as a communica-
tion and reporting device. OERI must obtain continual evaluation
feedback on effective programs and exemplary products.

“If the current...erosion [of] evaluation capabilities continues,
reports from [the General Accounting Office—GAO), its sister agen-
cies [ ne Congressional Budget Office—CBO, the Office of Technolo-
gy Assessment—OTA, and the Congressional Research Service—
CRS), and from private sector analysts may become the only
sources to which the Congress can turn for sound information to
guide key decisions. Agencies {which lack] their own evaluations
will not [be) insulate[d] from congressional oversight. On the con-
trary, [they) could find themsslves excluded from meaningful par-
ticipation in congressional decisions.” 3!

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI must incorporate fair and public evaluations into all of its
activities (ranging from hiring experts and funding projects to
identifying and disseminating effective/exemplary programs,
products, practices and policies). Lists of criteria should be
public to avoid questions of objectivity and credibility.

2. OERI must require that projects provide consistent, critical, de-
scriptive and evaluative information for placement in the Na-
tional Dissemination Library Network.

3. The proposed OERI Educational Research Policy and Priorities
Board (see Recommendation 1) must be responsible for over-
sight of OERI's four-step evaluation process.

31 Charles A. Bowsher, 5.




6. An Institute for the Education of At-Risk Students must be estab-
lished to conduct intensive research and demonstration initiatives
designed to speedily promote the improvement of education for at-
risk students and to provide ongoing assistance to schools whose en-
rollments are made up predominantly of at-risk students.

Although many warnings have been sounded since the early
eighties that the Nation was ignoring the needs of the growing
numbers of at-risk students (see Appendix A), the administration
has persisted in doing business as usual. The public has been al-
lowed to believe that a debate about the need for greater education-
al excellence in our schools can substitute for a serious examina-
tion of what has gone wrong for countless thousands who have not
learned the most basic skills, and whose futures have been disas-
trously foreclosed. It is obvious that excellence cannot be achieved
while large percentages of our students continue to fail to receive
an adequate education. Unless the issue of educational equity is
fully and systematically addressed through a research and action
agenda for the 1990s, we will create a permanent underclass of
people trapped in a web of dependency and failure. The National
Education ggals must be interwoven with the mission of the new
institute, If we intend to attain these goals (e.g., preparing students
so that they are ready to learn, achieving a 90 percent graduation
rate, or becoming the first in the world in math and science), dra-
matic and systematic new efforts are necessary to address the over-
whelming needs of at-risk students,

Present law requires that all federally-funded centers, laborato-
ries, independent researchers, bureaus, etc. engage in activities
which contribute to the effective education of at-risk students. This
is the mandated mission and goal of all activities financed by the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI). The fol-
lowing quote from the OERI mission statement provides the most
relevant illumination:

.- The Office, shall, in accordance with the provisions of this section, seek to im-
prove education in the United States through concentrating the resources of the
Office on the priority, research, and development needs described in paragraph
(3xB): . . .{improve] the ability of schools to meet their res nsibilities‘ to provide
equal educational opportunities for all students, including those with limited Eng-
lish-speaking ability, women, older students, part-time students, minority students,

gifted and talented students, handicapped students, and students who are socially,
economically, or educationally disadvantaged.

Despite this clear mandate, the research on at-risk students (with
only a few exceptions) has been woefully inadequate. As a recent
OERI report points out, we have made some progress on how to im-
prove the achievement of at-risk students in the elementary school
years with the help of funds that have come from outside the De-
Eartment of Education; yet, “we have no comparable scientific

asis for recommending programs that work for at-risk students in
the middle and high school years. What we do have at these upper
(25)

ot
gV



26

grades is a mix of disparate programs that have been proposed but
seldom implemented, or have been incompletely evaluated.” 32 We
repeatedly fail to learn the lessons of successful models and perpet-
uate past mistakes. Predictable programmatic failures “are inter-
preted as evidence that high-risk families are beyond help. . . . Be-
cause these lessons are unlearned, we pay the price over and over
again.” 33 The stakes are now far too high for us to keep repeating
past errors.

An Institute for the Education of At-Risk Students must be es-
tablished to provide the commitment necessary for ensuring the
education of our most vulnerable students. The Institute would
become a major rudder and gyroscope for research and develop-
ment activities, providing the intellectual and logistical support for
lasting change in a system that most recognize as dysfunctional for
large percentages of students who are at risk of educational failure.
The Institute would serve predominately the following groups:
those who live in high poverty urban and rural areas as well as
individuals in need of bilingual education.

The Institute will not be bound by the parameters which have
limited the federally-funded centers and laboratories. Instead, it
will have maximum flexibility to engage in research, development
and dissemination activities which promote the effective education
of at-risk students. The new entity should be structured to initiate
and oversee a variety of approaches to research in combination
with extensive experimentation and dissemination. The Institute
will, for example, be given the authority {and the funding) to
award mini-grants and contracts to agencies, groups or individual
researchers in order to close the gaps in research knowledge
needed immediately by systems serving at-risk students. In this ca-
pacity, the Institute will coordinate activities with other compo-
nents of OERI and entities such as Historically Black Colleges and
Universities (HBCUs). The Institute will differ from any other
entity currently funded by OERI in the following ways:

@ It will concentrate and solidify that part of the OERI mission
directly related to those who have the greatest and most des-
perate need for educational improvement.

@ It will represent a direct response to the “education emergen-
cy” which presently exists in our inner cities, certain rural
areas, and among bilingual populations.

® It will create an entity with the capacity to marshall resources
from all parts of the Federal Government and the private
sector to meet the existing emergency.

@ It will be a Federal instrument with maximum flexibility and
high national visibility.

@ It will be a non-partisan entity structured to maintain the
highest degree of professionalism available as a resource to all
concerned with the education of at-risk students and the gener-
al improvement of education in America.

92 Jim McPartland and Robert E. Slavin, "Increasing Achievement of At Risk Students at
Each Grade Level,” Policy Perspectives, U.S. Depurtment of Education, July 1940, 15,

3 Dr. Elizabeth Schor, Within Our Reach: Breuking the Cycle of Disadvantaged, (New York:
Anchor Press, 1988) 260,
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® It will attract top scholars in education and exert a positive
influence on policymaking, experimentation, evaluation, and
institutionalization of new education practices.

® It will establish special relationships with predominantly mi-
nority higher education instutions, rural-feccused colleges and
universities, and institutions specializing in bilingual educa-
tion.

® It will promote a special involvement of scholars with exper-
tise and experience in the education of rural, bilingual, Afri-
can-American, and other minorities, as well as all poor per-
sons.

Since global competition and national necessity now dictate that
the mission of OERI must be expanded to improve education for all
students everywhere in America, a special entity must now be cre-
ated to prevent the dilution of the original mission of OERIL A com-
pensatory effort is now also necessary to close the gap and fill the
vacuum created by gross past failures of OERI to seriously imple-
ment its mission. The current state of emergency also impacts
- upon the constituency targeted by the original OERI mission state-
ment (see above). The Institute for the Education of at-Risk Stu-
dents will concretize and solidify the core of policies, actions, and
activities related to the original mission.

This new Institute will: harvest the products that have already
been generated by existing centers and labs; enhance collaboration
among ongoing projects and activities; coordinate similar and sup-
portive work among the centers and laboratories; launch new re-
search efforts to close identified gaps; maximize the dissemination
functions of the existing ERIC centers; and expand the develop-
ment and dissemination activities in ways which guarantee an on-
going Federal resource for local education agencies, teachers, par-
ents and community leaders who are confronted with the chal-
lenges of educating at-risk students.

The Institute will become the keeper of the treasure chest of new
concepts, models, and publications regirding the education of at-
risk students. The synthesis of existing research results would, at
minimum cost, speed the application of relevant findings. The In-
stitute will identify what is most relevant for client teachers and
systems serving at-risk students and direct the dissemination of
this valuable material to areas of greatest need. Massive duplica-
tion and distribution of such products would be subsidized by a spe-
cial budget. And finally, the Institute will be charged with maxi-
mizing support for the development of a program model which pro-
vides for ongoing research, development and dissemination for
teachers, school systems, parents and community leaders. The first
50 research and development districts located within the poorest
congressional districts, will be closely linked to the work of the In-
stitute as they seek to demonstrate the viability of the education
extension experiments. The gravity of the present situation within
urban communities with large concentrations of at-risk students is
such that there is a need for an ongoing Federal presence. The re-
search, development, and dissemination treasure chest (see Recom-
mendation 12) must be constantly and conveniently available.
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Collaboration with ongoing projects and activities sponsored by
the existing centers, labs, and information units would also yield
considerable results with a minimum amount of new investment.
Much of the work done by these existing entities has some utilit
in the schools and classrooms serving at-risk students. Such col-
laboration, however, cannot yield rewards if it is conducted as an
informal, volunteer, or extra work activity. Specific staff, travel
budgets, incentive systems, etc. must be made available for this

purpose.

Closely related to the collaboration with individual agencies
would be the coordination with several entities to enhance special
projects or results and hasten their availability to the educators of
at-risk students. For example, the Institute will coordinate with
NSF, NCES, and OERI in collecting data on gender, class, and race
for the evaluation of promising science programs; with NAEP in
gisaggregating information pertaining to the progress of at-risk stu-

ents.

In developin%a structure for the Institute, we have used the Na-
tional Science Foundation (NSF) as the model we feel most suitable
to ensure independent, credible research information. Therefore,
the Congress must establish a Board consisting of 33 members ap-
pointed by the President, with the consent of the Congress, with
specific instructions that the Board should not be limited to advis-
ing on internal Institute operations but would contribute to the de-
velopment of a national agenda for research involving students
from high poverty urban inner cities and rural areas and those in
need of bilingual education.

The Institute will be structured to systematically provide the
emergency guidance necessary to impact the educational crisis we
face. A national commitment—on a scale large enough to sustain
such a comprehensive effort—must be launched and sustained. The
Institute must be funded at a level commensurate with its hercule-
an mission in order to achieve its desired impact. The resources of
the Institute will support the functions of research, coordination
and dissemination, demonstration and evaluation, and technical as-
sistance.

Funds should be allocated to evaluate promising programs that
heretofore have only been demonstrated in discrete settings with
specific &opulations. For example, the Center for Research on Ef-
fective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students, which began receiv-
ing funds two years ago, would work closely with the proposed In-
stitute. Currently, this center is replicating the promising “‘Success
for All” program in six inner-city Baltimore elementary schools.
The Institute would ensure additional funding to support the ex-
pansion of this demonstration program into other settings (e.g., in
rté:z)al schools with high concentrations of multilingual children,
etc.).

Another example is James Comer’s School Development Pro-
Fram, designed to improve student performance, began as a col-
aborative venture between the Yale Child Study Center and the
New Haven, Connecticut School System. The model is based on an
understanding of child development and a participatory school
management system which includes a team approach to mental
health and parent involvement in school governance and planning.
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Success of the program is attributed to the fact that the model cre-
ates processes and structures that modify attitudes, incentive struc-
tures, and ultimately, behaviors, resulting in increased attendance
and higher achievement.?4 Though hailed by the Bush administra-
tion as an exemplary program, on five separate occasions Comer's
School Development Program was denied funding by the Federal
Government. Fortunately, its merit was recognized by the private
sector (The Rockefeller Foundation has committed $15 million to-
wards its replication across the country!. The Federal Government
cannot afford to overlook programs such as this which provide
ample evidence of effectiveness.

The Institute would establish a panel, composed of experts and
scholars in the area of the educationally at-risk, who would be re-
sponsible for the development and implementation of assessment
criteria used to determine program effectiveness, as well as deter-
mining which promising practices and effective programs should be
the subject of further demonstration and evaluation.

The experience gained through the implementation of promising
programs, coupled with greatly improved evaluative data, will en-
hance the kinds of technical assistance the Institute would provide
to the SEAs and LEAs through the work of the District Education
Agent Program operated by Learning Grant Institutions (see Rec-
ommendation 13). These programs will track the progress of models
and strategies and, identify, from the research in- rogress, those
schools and institutions that might benefit from ear y implementa-
tion of these experimental models. One aspect of the District Edu-
cation Agent Program would be to conduct public meetings and
engage in other outreach and public awareness efforts to promote
community interest in prospective innovations tracked by the Insti-
tute. The Institute will maintain a special budget for emergency
grants to LEAs able to benefit from participation in demonstration
programs.

In order for the Institute to maximize its effectiveness, it is vital-
ly necessary that a high priority be assigned to the ongoing inclu-
sion of minority scholars, teachers, and educators as policymakers,
planners and researchers. Professionals who are closest to the
problem are likely to generate the most practical and unique in-
sights with respect to the education of at-risk students. The exist-
ing Federal infrastructure has failed to provide the necessary in-
centives to recruit minorities and retain them in top research posi-
tions (see Recommendation 20).

The urgency to do more has also been underscored by the House
of Representatives Committee on Appropriations Report, that
warns that the “lack of minority involvement in the development
of educational reforms threatens these initiatives” and directs the
Secretary to develop strategies to increase minority recruitment.3®
Therefore, woven into the mission of the Institute wiil be the re-
sponsibility for providing internships, post-doctoral fellowships, in-
centives for minority practitioners to become involved in research,

** Quality Education for Minorities Project, Education That Works: An Action Plan for the
Education of Minorities, (Cambridge: Massachusetts Inatitute of Technology, January 1990) 49,
5 ’l“ ?&;'s;omistssmm Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriations Report,

uly , 168,
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and the development of senior research positions for leading minor-
ity scholars.

While the Federal Government should make no attempts to com-
mand and control any aspects of local education efforts, the Feder-
al Government and its resources must be accessible to those seek-
ing to make educational improvements. Only at the Federal level
can the capacity be created and maintained for the research and
development necessary to meet the emergency education situation
faced by school systems with large concentrations of poor and bilin-
gual at-risk students in our rural communities and crisis-ridden
inner cities.




6. Private sector involvement in the generation of educational prod-
ucts and services must be thoroughly reviewed and special efforts
must be mounted to forge more effective partnerships between public
and private sectors.

OERI's ability to enhance the coordination, evaluation, and dis-
semination of privately-sponsored educational experimentation will
be critical in meeting the National Education Goals. It is impera-
tive that OERI maximize the private sector’s considerable jnvest.
ment in research, development, and dissemination, especially in
light of the current budget climate which does not allow for signifi-
cant increases in domestic spending.

Replication of nationally successful interventions is severely lim-
ited by OERI's failure to keep track of private sector innovations.
OERI's laissez-faire approach encourages the kind of faddism that
education is routinely criticized for; it also makes it difficult to gen-
erate the kind of vigorous advances in our knowledge base that are
so urgently needed. OERI cannot expect the “market place”—oper-
ating alone—to determine what eventually succeeds and what fails.

Over recent years, the involvement of the private sector in the
improvement of education has become more cignificant. A report
by Public/Private Ventures, in reviewing the various kinds of busi-
ness participation in education, concludes that, “. .. economic con-
cerns have been a spur to business involvement in public educa-
tion. Many large economic issues are being redefined as education-
al improvement issues. Educational problems are being identified
as potential economic catastrophes. Such an environment is fertile
for continuing school/business partnerships.” 38 Industry support
of colleges and universities has risen steadily for the past thirty
years, from $40 million to more than $1 billion. Of the more than
$3 billion in total annual corporate charitable contributions, more
than one third is for education.?”

The private sector’s contribution to educational improvement is
varied and not casily categorized. The range of interventions—from
school/business partnerships (which rose from 42,200 to 140,000
during the years 1983-84 and 1987-88) 38 to direct support for par-
ticular educational innovations in a particular public school
system—are producing an immense amount of information which
is evaluated sporadically, if at all.

3¢ National Association for Industry-Education Cooperation Newsletter, Vol. XXIV, No. 1,
February 1988: 2 [quoting from Allies in Education: Schools and Bustnesses Working Together
for At-Risk Youth (Philadelphia: Public Private Ventures) 1987].

37 A. Magazine and M. Usdan, "Businees and Higher Education: New Partnerships for a New
Era,” Impact and Challe of Changing Federal Role: New Directions for Institutional Re.
search, ed. V. Hodgkinson (1985 45

** National Center for Educetion Statistics, United States Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Img.rovement, Education FPartnerships in Public Elementary and Sec-
ondary Schools (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1989) 4.
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The investment that business is prepared to make to improve the
Nation’s public schools is of sufficient size and scope to warrant
more than lip service from OERI. For example:

IBM has launched a five-year, $25 million grant program to
stimulate innovative use of computer technology in the class-
room and to improve teacher preparation in the use of comput-
ers. The program will develop classroom laboratories that can
serve as technology ‘“‘show case sites’’ and will also encourage
partnerships of colleges, communities, and school districts to
develop innovative uses of information technology.

Citibank has committed to spending $20 million over the
next 10 years to improve urban schools in a variety of ways,
including the development of new approaches to teaching and
the promotion of technology in the classroom.3®

The Josiah Macy, Jr. Foundation recently announced that it
would nearly triple the number of schools that have used its
nine-year old, four-state experiment that currently puts 3,000
disadvantaged, academically-average students through courses
traditionally reserved only for high achieving students.

RJR Nabisco Foundation has announced a “Next Century
Schools Fund” of $30 million to encourage and support sustain-
able changes in education from kindergarten through 12th
grade. According to Louis Gerstner, Chairman and Chief Exec-
utive Officer, the program will seek out and support the risk
takers (teachers, principals and community groups with bold
and innovative ideas and strategies) by giving them a chance
to put their ideas into action.

It is unclear how many of these experiments will continue
beyond the period when the grant meney expires; still harder to
gauge is to what extent, if any, the results of such projects will be

isseminated. As a result, OERI is unable to assist the neediest
school districts by offering help in implementing alternative ap-
proaches. As Dr. Harriet Doss Willis, Director of the Southwest
Center for Regional Equity, Southwest Regional Lab, testified
before the Subcommittee on Select Education:
To my knowledge, there is no concerted effort to assist an urban school district with
implementing the best knowledge from kindergarten to grade 12. Certainly someone
m::f' install a middle school experimental program or come along and install a sec-
ondary drop-out prevention program. But there is very little assistance to a school

district to look at the entire program from kindergarten to grade 12 in urban school
districts.4°

Further testimony before the Supcommittee revealed that long-
term studies are needed. However, due to the exigencies of the Fed-
eral budget, it has not been possibi¢ to fund them. While typically
Federal research dollars are committed for no longer than five
years (as is the case with the labs and centers) and field-initiated
studies for one year, much of the most significant research of
recent years has had to be performed outside of the Federal sector
by private groups.4! .

B 3% Nadine Brozan, "Fromn Citibank, Millions for Schools,” The New York Times, 16 May 1990,

7,
49 OQversight Hearing on OERI, Testimony of Dr. Harriet Doss Willis, September 29, 1983, 84.
41 Oversight Hearing on OERI, Teatimony of Charles Wallgren, April 21, 1988.
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Projects such as IBM's “Writing to Read” program, Apple’s
“Classrooms of Tomorrow” and the recently created Institute of Re-
search in Learning (supported by Xerox), have been developed as a
result of intensive research efforts. Dr. Ernest L. Boyer calls upon
the private sector to do even more in this regard by launching a
major research and development program:

Looking to the 21st century, corporations can take the lead in helping to establish
public/private initiatives that would seriously address the two most essential ques-
tions: What Should We Be Teaching? and How Do We Evaluate the Results?

... Surely, by the year 2000, the school curriculum must be something more than
fragments of information and disconnected courses. What we need now is a panel of
teachers and scholars to explore this central issue of what students should know
and be able to do in the 218t Century. One of the best investments industry could

make would be to underwrite an R&D project that would develop a more creative
and coherent curriculum for the Nation’s schools.42

The significant challenges of educating 1,500,000 new workers,
who will enter the work place over the next ten years, call for
many joint initiatives between the public and private sectors. In
many other areas of the economy such as space exploration, health,
and defense, cooperative ventures are more common than in the
educational sphere.

The following are three kinds of institutional models that have
the capacity to foster productive cooperation in the area of educa-
tion and offer the possibility of long-term funding commitments for
important longitudinal studies:

Public and Private Sector Cooperative Partnerships:

Education publishers are a very important part of the private
sector support for education research and development. However,
OERI currently has ne cooperative projects with private publishers.
In the early days of the National Institute of Education (NIE),
many of the laboratory and center resources developed R&D prod-
ucts, using systematic R&D procedures such as field testing and re-
visions based on user reactions. Many of these national curriculum
products were designed to be published by commercial publishers,
but this transition was not as easy as planned. In 1977, the Nation-
al Council for Educational Research (NIE’s advisory body) adopted
an instructional program improvement policy which stated that
the primary purpose of NIE’s involvement in this area was to con-
tribute to the equalization of educational opportunity. This policy
was narrowed to mean that NIE should not compete with the pub-
lishers by supporting full scale curriculum development. It is now
clear that this policy was short-sighted and further diminished
OERI's ability to allow research to have a more widespread impact.

Two departments within the Federal Government have devel-
oped arrangements with education publishers that can serve as po-
tential models of public-private cooperation. The National Science
Foundation (NSF) and the Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP) have demonstrated that there are productive ways to work
with publishers without posing competitive problems or imposing
Federal control over local curriculum decisions.

‘2 Dr. Ernest L. Boyer. “Time to Move Forward," The Business Roundtable’s Participation
Guide: A Primer for Business on Education (New York: National Alliance of Business) 77.
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The National Science Foundation, for example, administers a
grant competition that encourages partnerships among publishers,
school systems and scientists/science educators for the purpose of
providing a number of competitive, high quality, alternative sci-
ence programs for use in elementary and middle schools. The Di-
rectorate for Science and Engineering Education competitively so-
licits bids that require a publisher, as a member of a larger consor-
tia, to contribute a major portion of investment capital, provide an
editorial/marketing perspective throughout the editorial process,
and disseminate the resulting materials. The Directorate specifies
the kinds of proposals that are acceptable and how they will be
evaluated. NSF enters into a profit-sharing arrangement, allowing
the grantee to own the copyright.4?

The Office of Special Education Programs already has an ongo-
ing program that provides direct links with publishers. OSEP
shares relevant research results with them, and through the LINC
project (an education-related clearinghouse), helps them identify
products developed with Federal funds that the;” may wish to pub-
lish. While the majority (70 percent) of its funding is Federal, a
sizeable amount of its budget comes from other major funding
sources, e.g., commercial companies. The LINC project also pro-
vides a network between curriculum developers, publishers and
practitioners and assists with marketing.

Non-Profit Research Corporations:

The value of intermediary organizations that can garner private
sector expertise to help design, implement, and evaluate govern-
ment social programs has long been recognized. For example, Man-
power Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) has built a
considerable reputation by analyzing supported work initiatives for
the Department of Labor in conjunction with the Ford Foundation.
Similarly, the Corporation for Public/Private Ventures (PPV)—
with business, labor, academic, and community representatives on
its board—has generated considerable knowledge about youth em-
ployment. A National Learning Foundation has recently been de-
veloped as a quasi-governmental, non-profit corporation to coordi-
nate the development of national learning tecﬁ(:lology networks.
The Foundation will have organizational autonomy to engage both
public and private resources and expertise. It plans to establish a
retwork to link practitioners and researchers in school, home,
workplace, library, museum, or other settings.

Cooperative Government-Industry Research Partnerships:

Several models can serve as examples of effective linkages be-
tween government and the private sector. One such example is SE-
MATECH which performs research on and development of the
semi-conductor manufacturing technologies which will help the
United States semi-conductor industry regain parity with the Japa-
nese. Fifty percent of the funding for the organization is rovitfed
by 14 United States semiconductor manufacturers; the other fifty
percent by the Department of Defense. Similar research organiza-

43 National Science Foundation. Program Solicttation: Programs fur Elementary School Science
Instruction 1, OMB3145-0058, 1987, 4.
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tions could be assigned the task of producing curricula software de-

signed to meet the needs of specific populations.

The High/Scope Foundation is a private-public partnership
which “conducts national and international projects in research,
program development, professional training, publishing, and public
outreach, with funding support from governmental, private, and in-
ternally-generated sources. The High/Scope Foundation is most
widely known for the Perry Preschool Project—a continuing, 26-
year study that has documented the lasting benefits of high quality
preschool programs for children who live in poverty.” 44

These and other institutional arrangements could become critical
in making the necessary qualitative leaps forward in building the
knowledge base necessary for lasting improvements in the way stu-
dents are taught and how they learn. Businesses, industries, and
foundations must continue to invest at both the macro and micro
levels to bring about the necessary changes, and their efforts
should be evaluated and enordinated with the nelp of OERI. At the
micro level, mentorships, tutoring, and incentives to stay in school
must continue to focus on inner-city youth. Targeted programs at
the macro level must be in the area of curricular reform and ex-
perimentation, as well as replication of successful models. A key re-
sponsibility for the District Education Agent (see Recommendation
13) will be to help the private sector better understand the particu-
lar educational needs of the district they wish to serve, as well as
to make more readily available information regarding private
sector programs within the district.

OERI should carefully monitor and evaluate such efforts and
provide, where necessary and appropriate, leadership and technical
expertise in order to maintain and replicate these important
public-private partnerships. Part of the OERI leadership role in
this effort should be to assist the private sector in better addressing
the issue of educational equity.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this

section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-

tion:

1. OERI should conduct a survey and publish an inventory which
specifically describes private investments in education (funding
levels, age groups addressed, evaluation, and research and dis-
semination components). Such an inventory should be updated
on an annual basis.

2. OERI must develop an action plan detailing what added re-
sources will be necessary in order to monitor, evaluate, and
disseminate (on a systematic basis) the results of private sector
investments.

3. OERI must ensure the representation of publishers and the busi-
ness community on appropriate specialist panels advising
OERI on research, development, and dissemination priorities
in substantive areas. The involvement of publishers in such
panels should be mutually beneficial: They can share informa-
tion on “what’s selling” and join with the other specialists in
learning where the gaps are.

44 Oversight Hearing on OERI, Statement of Charles R. Wallgren, April 21, 1988, 277.



7. OERI must make a significant new investmer.zt in researching
and evaluating new technology capable of improving the quality of
education at all levels.

Education has clearly been the slowest sector of society to adapt
to the significant changes wrought by technology. A recent Office
of Technology Assessment (OTA) report reflected the view of many
information technologists by stating, “. .. if business organizations
today evolved at the same rate as schools, they would still be using
quill pens instead of electronic word processors.” 45 QERI has
shown a disturbing lack of leadership in this area overall. Howev-
er, when education R&D funding has been focused and consistent,
the Department of Education has been able to claim important ac-
complishments such as the development of children’s television
programming from Sesame Street to Square One TV; the develop-
ment of LOGO, a computer programming language designed for
children; and the development of technology for students with spe-
cial needs.4® Investment in technology R&D has declined since the
mid-1980s and “Federal policy for research on technology for the
Nation’s students has been, and remains, erratic and disorganized,
making it difficult to move from basic research to development,
testing and dissemination.” 47 Although educational technology
holds the promise of important breakthroughs within the next two
decades in the way we teach, the Department of Education has yet
to make the investment commitment necessary to reap the poten-
tial benefits:

By far the bulk of research on educational technology supported by the Federal
Government is undertaken by the De artment of Defense. While a private informa-
tion company tyrically Spends several percent of gross revenue on research, virtual-

ly nothing is allocated for research directed at the real problems of teaching and
learning.48

Military spending on R&D technologies in education and training
now exceeds $200 million a year compared to only $30 million
spent on technology R&D for K-12 education (a ratio of 7:1).4° The
Justification for such a significant military investment in educa-
tional research and development is based upon such studies as the
recent Institute for Defense Analysis survey which indicated that
technology-based training is more efficient and effective.5° )

John Sculley, Chairman and CEO of Apple Computers, under-
lines the fact that schools have not kept pace with the kinds of
technological changes that are transforming our society:

¢ United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), Power On! New Tools for
Teachinﬁand Learning, 1988,

48 OTA, Worker Training: Competing in the New International Economy, 1990, 26.

‘1 OTA, Power On! 25.

‘8 OTA, Techonolop and the American, 49,

4 OTA, Power On!155.

O OTA, Worker Training, 211.

37

43



38

How is it that we have recognized the economic value of Industrial Age tools . .. and
yet we don’t seem to recognize the economic value of Information Age tools in edu-
cation? If we are going to be successful in this global economy we have got to

change the way people think, communicate, learn and work. We can do this with
many of the technologies we have today. We have just not applied them with the
same passion and energy that we applied them in the commercial marketplace.5?

Effective utilization of technologg is imperative if we are to real-
ize the National Education Goals by the year 2000. At least three
of the goal areas—student achievement. \athematics and science,
and adult literacy and lifelong learnin,  <nd themselves to inno-
vative technology interventions. Accord..ig to OTA, the use of com-
puters for tutorials and simulations improves student achievement;
satellite programming has enabled the availability of more chal-
lenging curricula in remote areas of the country. At the Center for
Technology in Education at the Bank Street College, assessment of
progress in math and science has involved using computers to
track the problem-solving skills of students over time. Adult liter-
acy curricula and lifelong learning programs make use of various
technologies that customize instruction to the individual learner.52
Without doubt, the probability of attaining the National “ducation
Goals can be enhanced by the informed application of Aechnologl);
OERI must develop an education technology policy that contri
utes to improving the quality of education at all levels. Key aspects
of this policy include using technology to increase student learning,
adapting existing educational technologies to classroom needs, and
ittnproving the research, development, and dissemination infra-
structure.

Increase Student Learning

Researchers have for a long time recognized the effectiveness
and motivational potential of video, audio, and graphic media.
However, development and use of these technologies has largely oc-
curred outside of the classroom where textbook-centered instruc-
tion continues to prevail.53

Satellites, telephones, fax machines, personal computers, and
computer modems, combined with the latest computer software
and video technology, can create a truly spectacular range of learn-
ing opportunities for everyone in the United States. In fact, “the
age of electronic technology” has afforded individuals with disabil-
ities, through access to appropriate technology assistance, the same
educational opportunities as others.5* Yet another example of tech-
nology’s potential to expand the learning opportunities for a di-
verse student po ulation is its application in the education of at-
risk students. ‘Tﬂe technology [to help at-risk students] exists and
it is powerful....[IBM’s] first educational application, ‘PALS,’
turns previously illiterate adults into readers six times faster than
traditional instruction. ...” 55

s1 John Scully, “The Education Summit: Global Markets, Global Education,” Fortune Maga:
zine Seminar, Washington. 29 October 1989.

52 OTA, Project Proposal: Technologies for Literacy, 1990. 5.

83 OTA, Power On’ 2.

a4 Legislative Hearing on H.R. 4904, TechnologK-Related Assistance for Individuals with Dis.
abilities Act of 1988, June 30, 198, Statement of the Council for Exceptional Children, 75.

58 United States Congress, House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Select Education,
Oversight Hearing on the Center for Effective Schooling of Disadvantuged Students, September
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The Omnibus Trade Bill and Competitiveness Act, passed by the
100th Congress in 1988, authorized the “Star Schools” program
which provides grants to telecommunications partnerships to devel-
op and deliver instruction in science, mathematics and foreign lan-
guages to isolated and underserved high school students. Thirty-
three and a half million dollars have been appropriated fur the
first two years of the progrim which has provided 35 high school
courses serving 2,962 schools in 45 States. Following the direction
of the legislation which auth: rizes at least 50 percent of its funds
to school districts serving poorer schools, the next series of grants
will serve the inner-city districts of Los Angeles, Boston and the
District of Columbia.

While we must be cautious of “technophoria,” i.e., unrealistically
optimistic expectations of the technology,5¢ this kind of high-tech
future for schools holds enormous potential to:

1. Enable more individualized learning.

2. Increase student participation in the learning process by

using videodisc technology which allows the student to
rogress at an individualized pace.

g. Increase the involvement of parents, and others in the com-

munity, using communication linkages between the classroom

computer and the world of home and work.

4. Improve the conduct of research, development, and dissemi-

nation in education.

5. Increase access for students in isolated situations.

Adapt Existing Educational Technologies to Classroom Needs

OERI must be on the cutting edge of new technolo capable of
making a quantum difference in the way teaching and learning is
conducted in the next century. While education policy has primari-
ly been made at the State and local levels, the scale of the latest
advances in telecommunications requires thet the Federal Govern-
ment become more closely involved in dealing with the questions of
standards and technological compatibility,

OERI must maximize the value of existing federally funded edu-
cational resources by fostering increased coordination between gov-
ernment agencies. OERI recently established the Office of Training
and Technology Transfer (authorized under Sections 6101-6107 of
Public Law 100-418, the “Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act
of 1988”) to facilitate the transfer of education and training soft-
ware developed initially by Federal agencies—to the public and pri-
vate sectors, and to State and local governments in order to sup-
port the education, training, and retraining of citizens.

The Office of Training and Technology Transfer (OTTT) will also
locate and disseminate successful software programs developed b
other Federal agéncies. For example, a software program, the Jog
Skills Education Program, developed over a ten-year period by the
Army Research Institute, was modified and has recentEl); been pilot-

59. 1988, Prepared Statement of Dale Mann, Center for Education and the American Economy,
8.

¢ Term coined by C. R. McClure of Syracuse University in testimony before an “ctober 12,
1989 Hearing of the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology, Subcommittee on Sci.
ence, Research, and Technology.
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ed in an adult education program in White Plains, New York. The
improvements in basic skill levels for the predominantly African-
American and Hispanic enrollees in the program were outstanding.
This program represents one of the few demonstrably successful ef-
forts to significantly improve the basic skill levels of primarily dis-
advantaged or at-risk populations which simultaneously offers a
high chance of replicability in other contexts. Facilitating the
transfer of already developed software programs is a cost-effective
means of capitalizing on what we already know works to improve
the skill and knowledge levels of users in other contexts.

There are still some serious questions about the extent to which
new computer technologies are capable of making critical differ-
ences in classroom learning. OERI is in the best position to assess
how we should prioritize key aspects of our educational policy. In
this regard, we need to discover the extent to which teacher train-
ing and technical assistance are necessary, as well as the extent to
which changes in Federal laws might permit greater cooperation
among software providers.

Improve the Research, Development, and Dissemination Infrastruc-
ture

New technologies that allow the linkage of teachers with re-
searchers through a computer-based interactive network hold enor-
mous potential to transform the delivery of research information to
practitioners and make a major difference in the way reform ef-
forts are carried out. The State of Maryland has already assembled
a prototype of a multi-media database that can provide teachers
with current research information using computer-linked videodisc
players. Practitioners can access current research that pertain to
practical classroom problems and see examples of teachers using
particular exemplary approaches. The National Education Associa-
tion’s “Mastery in Learning” project provides interactive computer
linkages between schools and researchers in labs and centers as
well as universities. Currently, there are 26 public schools in 19
States which are linked into the network. The proposed District
Education Agent program (see Recommendation 13) could serve as
the hub of such networks so that the most up-to-date innovations
can be transmitted to the local school systems which face the chal-
lenges of high poverty. OERI should also establish a national multi-
media database that can provide States and localities access to
practitioner-oriented, research-based materials.

There is a clear Federal responsibility both to invest in the re-
search and development of new technology and to assist schools to
move into a new technological era—an era which we have thus far
stumbled into, rather than carefully planned for. An educational
technology policy that addresses the needs of the Nation’s schools
and factors in teacher training and support must be developed in
consultation with private industry, top researchers, and practition-
ers.

OERI should continue to expand the use of telecommunications
technology to meet pressing national needs. For example, the dis-
tance learning technologies can improve the supply of highly quali-
fied teachers in the poor urban schools (the Star School system has
already delivered college courses to 720 teachers and 22,631 have

!

46



41

participated in staff development courses). OERI can use its labs
and centers to evaluate the effectiveness of distance learning, as
well as provide technical assistance to school systerns in adapting
technology to their particular needs.

OERI must continue to research the ways learners process infor-
mation presented in non-print media and how symbolic representa-
tion of information (maps, charts, graphs, videotapes, etc.) affects
understanding. The Office must fund projects designed to demon-
strate the educational value of non-print media.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. The administration should prioritize funding for the Office of
Technology Transfer at its initial authorization of $3 million.
Additional proprietary protections must be established that
permit both adequate incentives for developers and the widest
possible dissemination to interested users.

2. OERI must establish an advisory panel to provide important
guidance on the use of technologies in classroom learning.
Evaluation studies should be carried out to determine the ef-
fectiveness of educational technology (e.g., distance learning)
on learning outcomes for young or academically weak students.
Such studies should reveal what works and under what condi-
tions.

3. Centers for Interactive Technology and Education should be cre-
ated to conduct research, development, demonstration and
training on educational technology projects. These centers
should be conducted as public-private partnerships and be
closely tied to schools,




8. The coordination of OERI’s mission with that of other compo-
nents of the Department of Education is critical. OERI must ap-
point an administrative task force designed to improve the coordina-
tion of OERI’s education research, development, and dissemination
function with those of other Federal agencies,

Despite repeated calls for greater coordination of the Federal in-
vestment in education research and development, much remains to
be done to fully maximize our national efforts.>” The authorizing
legislation directs OERI to *, . . promote the coordination of educa-
tional support within the Federal Government. ., .” 58 However,
ERIC, the educational research and information clearinghouse
system designated to receive all relevant government documents, is
often bypassed by many rograms in the Department of Education
as well as other Federar agencies responsible for educational re-
search. Subcommittee hearings additionally revealed that meaning-
ful cooperation and communication among the various agencies
and departments responsible for educational research is rare. It is
dismaying, for example, that although 20 percent of the active mili-
tary is either being taught or is engaged in teaching and that the
military spends up to five times more than the civilian sector on
educational technology, ERIC is not organizationally linked to re-
ceive any military documents pertaining to educational improve-
ment.®® A recent survey indicated that 33 of the 84 non-ERIC, edu-
cation-related clearinghouses (most of which are federally-support-

do not provide documents to ERIC.6° The Congressional Re-
search Service has identified at least 11 governmentally-supported
databases from which scientific and technical information is dis-
seminated but not placed within the ERIC system (see Appendix B).

The Department of Education operates over 210 different pro-
grams, However, they are seldom connected to OERI's k%y re-
search, dissemjn_atjon, and evaluation mission. Researcl; and dis-

oratories and the National Educational Research Centers are not
connected to the dissemination activities of programs such as the
Chapter One Technical Assistance Centers, the Office of Bilingual
Education of Minority Languages Affairs, or EHA’s Early Child-
hood Technical Assistance Centers. This failure to effectively co-
ordinate research activities prevents the Department of Education

57 See “Educational Research: Prospects and Priorities,” Appendix 1 to the Hearings on H.R.
3606 and Related Bills to Create a National Institute of Education, before the Sub committee on
Select Education, 11-36; and also Hearing to Extend the Authorization of Appropriations for the
National Institute of Education, Testimony of Richard L, Turner, February 1980,

58 P.L. 96-88 (dX1XE), Department of Ed’t'xcation Organization Act of 1979

*? United States Congress, Office of Technol iaseeament, Technolo% and the American
Transition, 242; United States Congress, Office of Technol Assessment, Power On! New Tools

or Teachir&y)and Learnmf‘. 1988, 164; and see testimony of Judi Conrad, Chair-Council of ERIC

irectors (COED), before the Subcommittee on Select Education, April 21, 1988, 117,

°® Susan Klein, “How Can the Federal Government Help Education-Related Clearinghouses?”
Knowledge and Society: The International Journal of Knowledge Transfer, Vol 3, Fall 1990,
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from utilizing the fruits of research to improve practices within its
own programs.

The lack of communication between OERI and other executive
departments may have been justified in the past as an inevitable
by-product of bureaucratic inertia, but in the present climate of a
Presidential commitment to the National Education Goals, failure
to coordinate at the highest levels is unacceptable. The drafters of
the February 25, 1990 communique on the National Education
Goals reinforce this need for coordination: “[Without a] concerted
effort on the part of every sector and every citizen to improve dra-
matically the performance of the Nation’s education system...,
these goals will remain nothing more than a distant, unattainable
vision,” 61

Small scale initiatives, such as the Federal Interagency .Commit-
tee on Education (FICE), which was proposed when the Department
of Education was founded, cannot hope to accomplish what is
needed.®2 These efforts fail because interagency coordination 1s
viewed statically as periodic communication between agency heads
around certain topics of mutual interest. An internal administra-
tive task force will need to examine creative solutions that force
greater coordination upon all aspects of what should become a com-
prehensive, interactive system. Such possibilities might include in-
novative cross-coordination mechanisms that would allow both labs
and centers’to work together with local school districts on high pri-
ority problems. Regional conferences that bring together State and
local educators, as well as lab and center staff, to develop an action
agenda around such problems as dropout prevention, must be con-
sidered.63

Another option is to require the exploration of linking the De-
partment of Education’s Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation
(OPBE) with relevant researchers within OERI and the labs and
centers. OPBE collects a vast amount of Jata concerning the func-
tioning of vital Feceral programs such as Chapter One. There must
be a more interactive mechanism through which program data can
be analyzed and assessed so that modifications of the program can
be mace prior to the issuance of a final report or evaluation.®4
Moreover, the research community must have a greater hand in
shaping the kinds of demonstration programs that are funded and
adgreater say in how those programs are evaluated and disseminat-
ed.

In 1990, the Congressional Research Service examined the Feder-
al education authority for research, development, dissemination,
and evaluation and identified 67 activities of which an overwhelm-
ing 73 percent had no requirement for coordination. Furthermore,
though a final product was required in all 67 activities, 33 percent
of them did not specify the recipient of the resultant products.

beo 14”11‘;,8‘:) of Final Summit Statement lssued by President, Governors,” Education Week, Octo-
rd, .
¢2 The FICE was established under P.L. 96-88. See also Power On' 181.

¢3 Broad topics, such as dropout prevention, could provide opportunities to explore some of the
promising research apgroaches affecting "‘at-risk’’ youth, K through 12.

4L, Leviton and R. Boruch, “Contributions of Evaluations to Education Programs and
Policy,” Evaluation Review, 1983, 563-598,
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The lack of internal coordination within the Department of Edu-
cation is reflective of OERI's broader inability to communicate
with other Federal departments that conduct educational research,
development, evaluation, and dissemination. Some of the best work
in this area is carried out by the Department of Defense, the De-
partment of Labor, and the Department of Agriculture. The great
strides made by the military in using computer-assisted instruction
for basic skills training have not been well exploited. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture provides a superb model for the delivery of
educational services in non-traditional environments to a wide
range of learners (those who attend 4-H clubs; community-based co-
operative extension programs; and the USDA Washington, DC-
based graduate school). The Department of Agriculture, through its
Cooperative Extension Service, also demonstrates how a Federal
agency can utilize research knowledge to respond to local district
informational needs. The Department of Labor, through the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA), has identified a number of exem-
plary programs for serving those with multiple barriers to employ-
ment. Many of the outstanding programs could be utilized in teach-
ing basic skills through programs in cooperation with businesses,
unions, and other employment training providers to a diverse
range of students and workers who are traditionally under-
served.85

Existing research—developed by the Department of Energy (in
math and science skills), the Department of State (in foreign lan-
guage skills), the Department of Health and Human Services (in
early childhood education), and the National Institutes of Health
(in cognitive learning)—needs to be considered by OERI as spring-
boards for further research and development. OERI needs to make
new efforts to coordinate what has already been learned and exert
leadership for the purpose of utilizing the educational materials of
other Federal agencies for school improvement and lifelong learn-
ing.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI must require that regular channels of communication
(workshops, teleconferences, forums, etc.) be established be-
tween OERI, Compensatory Education Programs, and the
Chapter One Technical Assistance Centers.

2. OERI should establish an administrative taskforce to inventory
and review existing education-related R&D of other Federal
agencies.

3. OERI must assist in the dissemination of model approaches for
States conducting programs under the Job Training Partner-
ship Act (JTPA), the Adult Education Act, the Vocational Edu-
cation Act, and the Family Support Act, and other programs
that provide for remedial education or basic skills training.

8¢ United States Department of Labor, Office of Information, News, April 3, 1949,
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9. OERI must more effectively coordinate its research and develop-
ment efforts with the National Science Foundation,

One of the most ambitious of the National Education Goals calls
for the Nation to be first in math and science by the year 2000.
Evidence indicates that we are currently far short of this target.
The scores of our students are among the lowest in science across a
varieg%' of grade levels when compared to other industrialized coun-
tries.

America faces a shortfall of scientists and engineers by the year

We can meet these shertfalls only by utilizing all of our
talent, especially those traditionally underrepresented.®” Minori-
ties, women, and individuals with disabilities are still underrepre-
sented in science and engineering. African-Americans, for example,
comprise only 2 percent of all em loyed scientists and engineers,
even though they are 12 percent ofP the U.S. population. Hispanics,
America’s fastest growing minority group, comprise 9 percent of
the population, but only 2 percent of all employed scientists and
engineers. Although they acco int for 43 percent of the population,
white women comprise only 1) percent of employed scientists and
engineers. An estimated 22 million Americans of working age have
some physical disability, yet only 7.2 million of these are em-
ployed.6® By the year %'020, two-thirds of the work force will be
comprised of women, minorities, and people with disabilities.
Therefore, the need for preparing these individuals in science and
engineering becomes a nationwide workforce issue. “The Nation’s
leadership in science and engineering cannot be maintained,
cannot survive . . . unless our education pipeline receives the help it
needs to create a more diverse group of world-class scientists and
engineers,” 69
urinia conFressional hearing, Robert T. Jones, Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor for Employment and Trainin , testified that, “The
average high school student in Japan outperf%rms the top 5 percent
of America’s students in a test of math and science.” 7© Another
source reveals that in mathematics, only 1 in 4 African-American
and Hispanic 17-year-olds performs at the junior high level; our
high school students scored 9th in physics, 11th in chemistry, and
last in biology when compared to stud);nts of other countries.”! In

8 CRS, MNational Educational Goals: Where Are We? (Washington, DC: CRS 90-169 EPW) 11,
%" The Task Force on Women, Minorities, and the Handicap in Science and Technologg.
;‘mal Report, “Changing America: The New Face of Science and Engineering,” December 1989,

on "Cha;lfmg America" 20-28,

% U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Science, ' pace, and Technolog‘{', Hearing on
Women, Minorities, and the Disabled in Science and Techno ogy. Testimony of W. Ann Reyn-
olds, former chancellor, California State University, 1988, 14,

9 Joint Economic Committee, Hearin% on Crigis in the Workplace, Statement of Robert T.
Jones, Assistant Secretary of Labor for mployment and Training, U.S. Department of Labor,
October 31, 1989, 9.

™! International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement, Science Achieve-
ment in 17 Countries: A Preliminary Report (Oxford, England: Pergamon Press, 1988).

4n

iy {
» -




48

reviewing similar international comparisons of science achieve-
ment, Professor James Coleman made the following observation:

The United States is, in science achievement in elementary ar4 secondary school,
virtually outside the range of science achievement in other developed countries
whose children were tested. ... This is a problem which, if allowed to persist, could

easili/ turn the United States from the most affluent Nation in the world into a less
developed country.??

It is estimated that the Department of Education administers
over $2 billion in mathematics and science education activities;??
yet, the Department excuses its inability to accurately identify and
highlight existing activities and expenditures in mathematics and
science by continuously citing that it is not organized by content
areas. In December, 1989 the Department established a Taskforce
on Mathematics and Science Education. Organized by Under Secre-
tary Sanders and chaired by the Director of OERI, its major re-
sponsibility was to survey the Department to catalcgue program ac-
tivities and related funding in mathematics and science. According
to the Taskforce, “It is not possible to provide a comprehensive de-
scription of the Department’s mathematics and science activities or
to estimate with great accuracy the amount of resources being put
into mathematics and science. ... There is no easily identifiable
means [of] address[ing] common mathematics and science concerns
or even to share information. Nor are there enough contact points
that might be expected to be knowledgeable of science and mathe-
matics activities.” 7% The Taskforce concluded that the Depart-
ment, in order to fulfill its leadership role in meeting the National
Education Goals, must develop a comprehensive plan for address-
ing needs in mathematics and science education.

The Department of Education must support the R&D efforts of
OERI in these areas by developing a strong coordination policy be-
tween it, the National Science Foundation—the major entity re-
sponsible for science education—and other Federal agencies in-
volved in the improvement of mathematics and science. The impor-
tance of a coordinating policy with the National Science Founda-
tion (NSF) cannot be overemphasized.

NSF, an outgrowth of the contributions made by science and
technology during World War II, was established under the Nation-
al Science Foundation Act, signed into law in 1950 by President
Harry S. Truman, to promote and advance science and engineering
across all disciplines and to evaluate the scientific research pro-

rams undertaken by agencies of the Federal Government.

hrough grants and contracts to colleges and universities, and
other research institutions, NSF funds research in all fields of sci-
ence and engineering. It also awards research graduate fellowships
in mathematics, science, and engineering education to universities,
colleges, academic consortia, nonprofit institutions, and small busi-
nesses. The Foundation conducts a variety of innovative projects in
teacher pre-service and in-service education, and supports the de-
velopment of instructional materials and the application of ad-
vanced technologies to classroom activities.

12 Qversight Hearing on OERI, Testimony of Dr. James Comer, April 20-21, 1988, 45

13 Report of the US. Department of Education Taskforce on Mathematics and Science Educa-
tion to Under Secretary Sanders, August 1990.

4 Report of the Tuskforce.
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During a 1988 Senate Appropriations Committee hearing to
review NSF’s funding, concern was expressed about the quality of
textbooks and other teaching materials funded through its grant
process. “Despite a substantial Federal investment in the ¢reation
of innovative science teaching tools,” the Committee felt that the
materials were substandard due to “in part, institutional failure to
objectively evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of teaching ma-
terials once they have been developed.” As a result, the National
Science Foundation was directed to submit to the Committee a
report “setting forth the steps. .. being taken to evaluate the qual-
ity of teaching materials and to promote the use of materials of suy-
perior quality....[The] report should also suggest . . . additional
steps to be taken to improve [their] evaluation and dissemination
process.” 75 In 1989, the Committee directed the Foundation to pro-
vide a follow-up report, concluding that it was too early to deter-
mine the effectiveness of materials prepared as part of NSF's Pub-
lisher'’s Initiative Program to rectify the previous shortcomings.
They particularly wanted the Foundation to complete the develop-
ment and field testing of the Publisher’s Initiative Program and to
develop a dissemination plan (including networks available
through the Department of ucation) to distribute these materials
more effectively.?6

Consequently, NSF has entered into discussions with the Depart-
ment of Education to explore ways by which both agencies can co-
operate in making teaching materials available to school systems
through the National Diffusion Network (NDN), the Eisenhower
Program, Chapters I and II of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act and other national grant and distribution programs of
the Department. We applaud tgrese efforts as a small step toward
correcting NSF’s greatest deficit—its lack of a dissemination
system. OERI, with its network (ERIC, the Regional Laboratories,
and the National Diffusion Network) and extensive experience and
knowledge in the area of dissemination, can provide the structure
for the Nation’s most comprehensive educational information dis-
semination system. Although NSF has cited disappointment with
NDN's ability to widely distribute for adoption their new methods
and materials,”? we would discourage NSF from developing its own
dissemination mechanism, and urge them to invest in NDN’s
tential by jointly developing a plan which would adequately ad-
dress their needs.

The efforts presently under way by the Federal Coordinating
Council for Science, Engineerin, , and Technology (FCCSET) to co-
ordinate the Department of ucation, NSF, and other Federal
agency initiatives in mathematics, science, and engineering should
be formalized with an interagency coordinating policy.

. __The Nation’s priority to be number one in mathematics and sci-
ence by the year 2000 cannot be realized unless we invest in
strengthening existing-structures that provide the elements needed
to improve mathematics and science education. The importance of

8 U.S. Senate, Senate Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and other In.
dePendent Agencies, Hearing of December 10, 1988,

sUS. Senate, A'p rogriations Committee, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent
Agencies, Hearing o r98 ;

"1 Pre-College Teaching Materials, 11, 23.
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the “centrality of science and technology to the Nation’s future,
and of the necessity for transforming the schools in order to
produce scientifically literate citizens and a steady supply of scien-
tists and engineers, must be stressed over and over again.” 78

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. Congress must affirm its commitment to the development of a
scientifically literate citizenry by supporting the efforts of the
Department of Education in its quest to restructure its mathe-
matics and science education activities.

2. Congress must support OERI's R&D efforts in the areas of sci-
ence and mathematics.

3. Congress must mandate systematic coordination between all Fed-
eral agencies which have mathematics and science education
initiatives.

4, Congress must ensure the implementation of initiatives to re-
cruit and retain minority scientists, engineers, and teachers.
Consideration should be given to the creation of regional teach-
er centers that have as their explicit focus the nurturing of mi-
nority youngsters whose high school records indicate strong po-
tential in the area of mathematics and science.

5. The National Diffusion Network must expand its program capac-
ity to include proven science programs.

6. The Department of Education should encourage increased dialog
between OERI and the coordinators of over 210 categorical pro-
grams (i.e., Chapter I and the Eisenhower Mathematics and
Science Program) in order to maximize the effectiveness of the
programs by integrating the dissemination of relevant research
information at each appropriate level (Federal, State, local).

. "pr. F. James Rutherford, "Reflections on the Federal Role in the Reform of Science Educa-
tion,” Unpublished Paper Prepared for the Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology, and
Government, February 9, 1990, 19,



10. OERI must commit to research on the wealth of effective educa-
tional practices developed and/or advanced by special education re-
search and devise a system whereby these practices may be trans-
ferred to general education and made available for more wide-
spread applications.

The National Education Goals indicate a commitment to raise
the educational achievement of all children, regardless of their
abilities. This objective of educating all children can be greatly en-
hanced by bridging the divide that currently separates special edu-
cation from general education. OERI must lead the way in apply-
ing special education research findings to general education set-
tings.

undamental to special education are three statutory provi-
sions—individualized education programs, nondiscriminatory and
multidisciplinary assessment of educational needs, and education
in the least restrictive environment—which allow schools to maxi-
mize the educational development of students with special needs.
The research that has been guided by these provisions has yielded
findings applicable to the mainstream of American education. For
example, the individualized education program, customized to the
needs of each student taking into consideration the learner’s
strengths, weaknesses, and learning style and modalities, provides
a model for meeting the neeas of a diversified student population.

Special cducation research has made many contributions to the
educational knowledge base, primarily in the form of alternative
teaching methods for remediation in various subject areas, as well
as analgses of the interactions between learner differences and var-
ious subject matter. A variety of interventions have been designed

ased upon careful, reliable research to improve the performance
of “special populations,” i.e., those children who have needs beyond
thoze traditionally a~:ommodated in a regular classroom. Increas-
ingly, critical consiacrations have been given to assessment meth-
ods and placement alternatives within geners) education settings.
The past 10-15 years have seen a proliferation of findings—poten-
tially beneficial for a wide range of student populations—in such
areas as assessment (e.g, curriculum-based assessment, dynamic
assessment); instruction (cooperative learning models, strategies in-
struction, metacognitive interventions, reciprocal teaching); cur-
riculum (socia: skills, early intervention); and management (behav-
ior modification, classroom management).

To date, the most influential cf these interventions has been the
Perry Preschool program based on the premise that early child-
hood intervention could improve the intellig-nce, aptitude, and
academic performance o disadvantaged youth. One of the original
grants for this study, using students i special education classes,
was funded by the research division of the Office of Special Educa-
tion Programs. This project, which nelped to spawn the nationwide

(51




52

Headstart program, demonstrated long-term positive effects in the
areas of education, employment, and social responsibility.”® Other
special education innovations are based on the premises that all
children can learn, that early intervention programs can enliance
that learning, and that educational resources are correlates of stu-
dent performance. OERI must develop a systematic way to: review
special education interventions and policies; ferret out the most
promising; and place them in the National Education Treasure
Chest to make them readily available to local and State education
agencies.

Two offices within the Department of Education—-special educa-
tion and compensatory education—serve different target popula-
tions, yet share a generic school issue i.e., the ability to accommo-
date learners with diverse needs in the classroom. In addressing
this issue, the research and development efforts of these two pro-
grams have been quite different. Special education has active re-
search, development, and dissemination components, while compen-
satory education research is tied to Chapter One evaluations and
fragmented within other general education research and develop-
ment activities. Thus, those who provide special education services
are more likely to obtain and use R&D-based information than the
providers of compensatory education services.

Currently, no systematic coordination occurs between the re-
search efforts of OERI and the Office of Special Education and Re-
habilitative Services (OSERS). Within the latter office, the primary
authority for research is carried out through the discretionary pro-
grams of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and the
National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research
(NIDRR). This separation between general and special education
research mirrors an educational system which has not fully appre-
ciated the contributions of special education research nor fully in-
tegrated the needs of childen with disabilities into the mainstream.
The unfortunate split between the two research efforts may ac-
count for the failure to adapt effective interventions developed
and/or advanced by special education research to the needs of chil-
dren experiencing difficulties within the regular education setling.

OERI must develop better mechanisms for sharing research find-
ings between general education and special education, targeting all
children who are underachieving without threatening the integrity
or resources devoted to either office. Innovative utilization of spe-
cial education research findings can help nullify the negative out-
comes experienced by many minority cgildren, children with dis-
abilities, and children who speak different languages.

Presently, the main vehicles for the dissemination of special edu-
cation research findings are the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handi-
capped and Gifted Children and the work of independent educa-
tional researchers who receive Federal special education funding
with broad interests that span the boundaries between regular and
special education. Other means of special education research dis-
semination to general education include contracts on models for

1% John R. Berrueta-Clenient, et al,, "Changed Lives: The Effects of the Perry Preschool Pro-
glram on Youths Through 19," Monographs of the High/Scope Educational Reseurch Foundution,
0. 8 (Ypsilunti, Michigan: High/Scope Educational Research Foundation).
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educating children with disabilities in the regular classroom set-
ting and teacher training efforts associated with these models.

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has an excel-
lent track record for getting research findings to practitioners and
for conveying field-generated concerns to researchers. This dissemi-
nation efficacy is facilitated by a system of interconnected net-
works that—through statutory mandate and regulatory policies—
maintain ongoing communication and promote the transfer of in-
formation among researchers, administrators, and practitioners.
OERI should emulate OSEP in this regard by establishing more
links between its research component and the service-oriented. com-
ponents of various Department of Education Offices (e.g., the Chap-
ter One program in the Office of Compensatory Education).

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI must coordinate with OSERS to exchange promising re-
search findings, programs and products and fund research to
assess the use of these with various special populations (e.g.,
at-risk and mainstreamed students).

2. OERI must develop firm linkages with OSERS to foster commu-
nication and transfer of effective research findings reciprocally
so that the flow of information would be expedited, as would
the impact of research on educational practice.

3. OERI must develop jointly-funded research and development
projects with OSERS (e.g., studies on how to increase the range
of variance that can be accommodated in instructional settings;
how findings of special education research can foster better ac-
commodation of individual differences within the classroom)
and synthesize and coordinate the dissemination of relevant re-
search findings.

s
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11. OERI must conduct an on-going review of military educational
and manpower training research in order to develop programs and
practices which apply the most promising methodologies and tech-
nologies to civilian education practices.

An Office of Technology Assessment report notes that the con-
sistently high level of mi itary investment in research and develop-
ment has produced “...a multibillion dollar inventory of training
material. For example, in 1986, the Naval Training Systems Center
processed more than $1.0 billion for research, testing, and develo
ment of training systems, and Provided logistics support for over &l—
billion worth of training material and systems in use throughout
the world.” 80 Despite the lack of transfer mechanisms, the mili-
tary’s spending advantage of 7:1 over the civilian sector has im-
pacted civilian education, (e.g., computer-assisted instruction pio-
neered by the Department of Defense; instructional system design
developed by the U.S. Air Force) and has clearly influenced train-
ing conducted by the private sector. It is of vital importance that
this investment be maximized at al] education levels. There would
be a greater chance of achieving the National Education Goal for
adult literacy if the military’s arsenal of proven products and pro-
grams—devoted to teaching raw recruits to master basic literacy
skills—could be exploited for civilian use. While the exact amount
of transferable knowledge and material is unknown, there are nu-
merous innovations which justify their application in meeting civil-
ian educational needs.

Such an initiative is particularly urgent as we currently face a
dire emergency in our inner cities. During the height of the Viet-
nam War, there was a manpower shortage that led the military to
recruit from among young men who had not achieved mastery of
category 5 level basic skills, 8! many of whom were from inner-city
areas. The military developed an intensive training program,
known as Project 100,000, 2 to provide this population with liter-
acy and work force skills. Using specially adapted basal readers
and teaching materials, the military was extremely successful in
training 100,000 raw recruits to handle sophisticated equipment.

There is a difference between the experience of training recruits
and the challenges confronting the average inner-city teacher who
is faced with many poor and minority youngsters at risk of dro
Ping out because they were unable to master basic skills by the 4th
grade. Recruits have to follow orders, while students often pick and
choose what, if any, instructions to follow. The Army provides
training adapted to the performance of particular jobs, while teach-

50 OTA, Worker Training, 259.

8! Office of the Asaistant Secretary of Defense, Profile of American Youth: 1980 Nationwide
Administration of Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery, March 1982,
19;; Don Winter, “Project 100,000—The Forgotten Men of the War, National Journal, April
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ers are inierested in a variety of outcomes. Despite these sharp dif-
ferences in instructional approaches and student motivation, mili-
tary-sponsored research and development provides a largely un-
tapped resource for civilian educators. For example, the predomi-
nantly passive, textbook-oriented methods which have not funda-
mentally changed since the nineteenth century, could benefit from
the practice-oriented mode of such military instruction. New ap-
proaches involving visualization and interactivity in the perform-
ance of real world tasks pioneered by the military could provide a
key source of tested alternative curriculum approaches for which
there is no counterpart in the civilian research and development
sector. Educational researchers should be cognizant of the power of
visual learning and make efforts to review the Defense Depart-
ment’s use of simulators and other kinds of technologies in order to
develop appropriate curriculums and programs. According to the
OTA report, the military currently uses visually-based computer
technology training in a wide variety of settings. The Navy, for ex-
ample, ‘‘using two-way compressed video delivered via
satellite . . . has used teleconferencing for training” 8% at great cost
savings and with enhanced achievement. Simulators are frequently
used where training “tasks are too complex or costly ... to practice
using real equipment,” 84 while interactive videodisc (IVD) is used
to teach basic skills in instruction in the context of map reading
and navigation.

As the Cold War comes to a close and policymakers look for op-
tions that will allow us to smoothly adapt to the needs of a peace-
time economy, it is particularly appropriate that we consider the
development of f:dpanded opportunities for researchers who were
formerly dedicated to supplying the research and development
needs of the military. OERI needs their expertise. The billions of
dollars of research and development funds tmt were spent on pre-
paring for war could be used to meet the challenges of educating
the young men and women whose real battle in life will be econom-
ic survival as the global economy demands a more highly educated
work force.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
:gction, the following recommendations require immediate atten-

ion:

1. The administration should request full funding for the Office of
Technology Transfer (see Recommendation 7) which would: (a)
undertake a comprehensive inventory of available Federal
training products; (b) establish a clearinghouse and dissemina-
tion program, including information from the training technol-
ogy transfer offices of the various Federal agencies; (c) make
grants or enter into contracts or cooperative agreements to fa-
cilitate the transfer of Federal training products.

2. The OTT should fund programs that would increase the aware-
ness of both civilian educators and military training developers
regarding the applicability of military methods an technology
for civilian education uses.

83 OTA, Worker Truining, 264-265.
84 OTA, Worker Training, 264-265.
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3. The OERI-funded Centers for Interactive Technology and Educa-
tion (see Recommendation ), should give special attention to

visually based computer technology which has been developed
by the Department of Defense,

1)



12. OERI must develop a national dissemination policy that will
advance the goal of placing a national treasure chest of research re-
sults, models and materials at the disposal of the Nation'’s educa-
tion decision-makers,

The achievement of the National Education Goals will require
intensive new efforts to provide high quality, research-based infor-
mation to the growing numbers of people now involved in the edu-
cational reform process. The urgency and complexity of the reform
movement now underway and the diversity of the audiences that

tand to benefit the most from better schools and colleges—from
business leaders to parents—require OERI to transform its out-
moded policies and practices. Furthermore, OERI must engage in
new thinking by developing a national dissemination policy to
ensure that educational information is available to the Nation’s
education decision-makers. Judi Conrad, Chair of the Council of
ERIC Directors (COED), in testimony before the Subcommittee, ad-
vocated for such a policy:

Virtually all the components for a national ‘education system are already in
place.... What is missing is a policy to guide development of such a system. We

need a national research information policy that defines respective roies, coordi-
nates activities, and encourages cooperative ventures, 85

What emerges from approximately twenty years of direct Feder-
al involvement in educational dissemination is the importance of
local commitment to school improvement and the relative ineffec-
tiveness of imposing change from the top down.?¢ Studies addition-
ally reveal that those who have the responsibility for implementing
policy often feel overwhelmed by a surplus of information and have
little time to distinguish effective innovations from those of doubt-
ful validity.8” At the same time, many can agree that those schools
requiring the most radical changes are often the last to receive up-
to-date and relevant inform=t‘nn which could help make a differ-
ence,

There are few signs that the current dissemination system is
equipped to deal with the importance of the ahove insights. Specifi-
cally, there has yet to emerge a national dissemination policy
which exploits, in a coordinated fashion, the strengths of existing
dissemination systems. OERI's dissemination infrastructure of 10
Regional Educational Laboratories, 16 ERIC clearinghouses,
ACCESS ERIC, and the National Diffusion Network can form the

®® Oversight Hearing on OERI, Teatimony of Judi Conrad, April 21, 1988, 405.
®¢ David P. Crandall, “Implementation Aspects of Dissemination: Reflections Toward an In-
modest Proposal,” Paper Presented Before AERA Conference in New Orleans, April 1988, 14,
"7 C.V. Horn and B. Hetrick, “Buyers and Brokers: Information Flow in the Education Policy
Community,"” Unpublished Research Report Funded by the United States Department of Educa-
Ei;nét‘ot'ﬁce of Educational Research and Improvement, Grant #OERI-6-86-0011, October 1987,
[
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basis of a dissemination system that has enormous catalytic poten-
tial for educational improvement.

In 1966, 20 Regional Educational Laboratories were created to
conduct sustained programmatic attacks on educational problems
by concentrating on applied research and on creating collaborative
relationships with varied participants in the educational process
(primarily State departments of education, intermediate service
agencies, and local districts and schools). There are currently 10
Regional Labs whose general functions include:

@ Identifying concerns and priorities through regional governing
and advisory structures and activities which help its regional
clientele define its needs

® Conducting applied research and development in pursuit of
those priorities

@ Providing technical assistance to its region

@ Facilitating communication among various education R&D
providers

@ Disseminating and implementing its own products

® Promoting the use of R&D results from all sources.

While there may be other agencies which conduct education re-
search and development, the Regional Labs are often the only enti-
ties in a region which conduct a full array of R&D functions and
have regional R&D services as their primary responsibility.98

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), estab-
lished in 1966, is a nationwide information network designed to
provide users with ready access to education literature. ERIC has
become the world’s largest and best-known educational database
with over 700,000 records of documents and journal articles. It
serves as a resource for educators, scholars, and an entire spectrum
of education advocates from the technical researcher to the con-
cerned parent.8® ERIC consists of 20 entities: 16 ERIC clearing-
houses, located in various parts of the country and organized ac-
cording to subject matter domain; 3 support organizations (the
ERIC Document Reproduction Service [EDRS], the ERIC Processing
and Reference Facility, and the Oryn Press); and ERIC Central (ad-
ministrators of the ERIC system, including the ERIC Director,
working out of OERI). The clearinghouses serve a number of func-
tions which can usefully be grouped into three categories:

1. Archiving—receiving, selecting, indexing, abstracting, and
cataloguing documents.

2. Dissemination—getting the information in the documents to
a broad range of users.

3. Synthesis, Analysis, and Production—producing specific doc-
uments (i.e.,, information analysis products and user service
products).

Despite its many features, many find the ERIC system difficult to
use. Individual clearinghouses may contain scattered information

98 U.S. Department of FEducation, Office of Management, Regional Educational Laboratories:
A Service Delivery Assessment, 1982,
_#*US. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement Informa-
tion Services, ERIC Annual Report--1989: Summarizing the Accomplishments of the Education-
al Resources Information Center.
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on particular subject areas, (e.g., drop-out prevention programs),
but do not collect this information on a systematic basis or inde-
pende.tly evaluate the information.

At a 1987 Subcommittee hearing on the ERIC System (the first
oversight hearing since its inception), Donald K. Erickson, Director
of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and Gifted Children,
testified that he had:

. .argued for the idea that the ERIC system needed some kind of ... central coordi-
nating unit to conduct certain activities that the clearinghouses could not effectively
carry out themselves and which, for a number of reasons, [could not] be done by
OERL. [During] the deliberations of the ERIC Redesign Panel ... members struggled
with the vexing issues of system awareness, accessibility, quality control, coordina-
tion of resources, multiple audiences, [and] product development efficiencies. . . .1
presented a proposed model for redesigning ERIC into a comprehensive educational
;‘r‘llt;(;z‘r]n?otion resource system using already existing supported programs: [ACCESS
In 1989 with the use of the Deg)artment’s discretionary funds, OERI
ofﬁciallﬁ established ACCESS ERIC to provide a comfrehensive
outreach and dissemination program for the entire ERIC system.
The Department describes it as an entity responsible for developing
and making available to the public several new ERIC and educa-
tion-related files; groducing system awareness products, including
the newly established periodical, The ERIC Review; and l:sggvidin
reference and referral services for the ERIC system. ACC ERI
is also r(:slponsible for assessing and evaluating ERIC products and
services.

The National Diffusion Network (NDN) was developed in 1974
with a mission to find programs that work and bring them to the
attention of school districts in search of solutions to their problems.
Thus, NDN functions as a school improvement process which: (1)
identifies programs that are exemplary; (2) distributes them
throughout the country; (3) brings them to the attention of educa-
tors who are interesterdy in improving their education programs; (4)
provides schools with several programs from which to choose; and
(5) provides traininf and follow-up technical assistance for those
who decide to install a particular program.®2

The NDN has historically concentrated on efforts to replicate ef-
fective programs for students of average ability in suburban areas.
They do not collect information on e ective practices, products or
policies. Thus, the cupboard is virtually bare for school superin-
tendents or teachers looking for effective ways to make a difference
in urban schools.

OERI'’s recent initiative to develop a computer network to enable
the major institutions which it supports (ie., Labs, Centers, ERIC,
and NDN) to share information among themselves and with OERI
staff is long overdue. OERI has also implemented a toll-free elec-
tronic bulletin board system designed to provide individuals and or-
ganizations interested in education with access to research and sta-
tistical ﬁndinfs. The expansion of these systems is needed in build-
ing a national education treasure chest to advance the synthesis of

o: versight Hearing on OERI (The ERIC System, July 30, 1987, 100- 101,

*1 US. Department of Education, OERI, Information rvices, The ERIC Review, Vol. 1, 1990,

*2 United States House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vo-
cational Education, Hearing on the National Diffusion Network Act, Statement of Lee Weckline,
Director, National Diffusion Network, June 9, 1982, 6.
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the information collected and the efficieiit and effective dissemina-
tion of research results, models, and materials to a wide variety of
end-users. .

The treasure chest would become the dynamic core of the Na-
tional Education Dissemination System which would include the
ERIC bibliographic database, special focus clearinghouses, libraries,
and eventua‘l!?' public and private telecommunications networks
and mass media public information activities sponsored by public
or private sources. In constructing such a system, OERI should es-
tablish specialist panels (expert researchers, as well as practition-
ers knowledgeable about the research implemented in classrooms)
to be the “fatekeepers" of the treasure chest, ensuring quality con-
trol as well as comprehensive coverage. Based on their assessment
of the research literature and existing evaluations, these panels
would advise OERI on research, programs, and models that should
be entered into the centralized database accessible to practitioners.
The treasure chest is a metaphor for the total universe of ecuca-
tional information relevant to school improvement. Its physicsi em-
bodiment should be in the form of an interactive, computer-based
network (the National Education Dissemination Network), housed
in the transformed Department of Education Research Library (the
National Library of Education), with the following responsibilities:

1. To enhance the links between the producers of education re-
search information, the stakeholders, the intermediaries, anu
the users.

2. To provide coordinated, responsive dissemination services to
all users of the network.

3. To facilitate the exchange of information and develop infor-
mal networks among the users.

A transformed OERI library has enormous potential to serve as
the hub for this coordination effort, providing unique educational
information and dissemination. Dr. James Rutherford, Chief Edu-
cation Officer for the American Advancement of Science, advocates
for a National Library of Education that can serve as a counterpart
to the National Library of Medicine:

The United States has no resource in education remctely comparable to the Nation-
al Library of Medicine. In education, unlike health, the country lacks a dynamic
center, an intellectual and information resource for professionals and citizens. It has
no communications hub able to put schools, homes, and communities in touch with

the education information they need. It has no place that has the responsibility and
R&D mission for helping to turn America into a true information society.®3

The National Library of Medicine has, in its 154-year existence,
become a worldwide resource of information. Through MEDLINE it
makes a database available to health care professionals nationwide.
MEDLINE not only allows individuals to call up a list of pertinent
articles in minutes, but allows users to print abstracts for many of
those articles at their own terminals. It is accessible at 3,500 insti-
tutions, including government agencies and commercial organiza-
tions, as well as medical schools and hospitals. In all, the National
Library of Medicine has some 2 dozen databases, covering various
aspects of health and disease. The Library has an ongoing program

93 Dr, F. James Rutherlord. 37.
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of research grants to develop large-scale integrated information
systems in academic health science centers. Grants are also award-
ed to develop efficient dissemination of new information, The Na-
tional Library of Medicine sits at the hub of a national network of
7 regional medical libraries, 125 medical school resource libraries,
and 4,000 local medical libraries.

The modest collection currently housed at OERI's headquarters
in Washington, DC could become the entit that fulfills a similar
function for education as the National Li rary of Medicine per-
forms for medicine. Dr. Susan Klein outlined a possible set of com-
ponents that such a library would contain: '

Component 1—General Education Information

Federal grants information organized through a Project Man-
agement Information System (PMIS)

Component 2—High Quality R&D Information

Hiﬁh quality general research and curriculum information
(ERIC contents plus as much book, audio-visual, and computer
software as possible)

Component 3—Promising Programs, Products, Policies, and Prac-
tices

Model programs (including demonstrations). All must meet ap-
propriate criteria for quality.

Component j—Identification, Synthesis, and Interpretation of
Worthy Research and Evaluation Findings

Consensus-based or generalizable research findings/principles/
syntheses and exemplary interpretations of research.

Component 5—Effective Programs, Products, Policies, and Practices

In addition to fassing a review for effectiveness and high qual-
ity, there would be procedures to collect continuous informa-
tion on how varied innovations work in diverse situations,?4

In addition to the National Education Dissemination Network,
. OERI must identify other dissemination strategics needed to meet
the needs of today's education institutions. Among them should be
ones that have the most promise of significantly improving practice
in the poorest school districts which contain the children most at
risk for educational failure, The imrrovement of student learning
has always been a key congressional priority, but the above listed
instrumentalities have been slow in developing innovative ways to
penetrate the host of bureaucratic structures and conditions that
block improvement in some of the Nation’s least effective schools.
There is an urgent need to develop new strategies that are based
on models drawn from outside the education research {ield. One .
possible example is drawn from the a ricultural extension “county
agent” system which transferred productive agricultural ideas and
technologies to farmers least exposed to new knowledge.?* Analo-

*4 Dr. Susan Klein, Office of Educational Research and Improvement

& Extensiun in the Eighties: A Report of the Joint USDA Committee on the Future of Coopera-
tive Extension, University of Wisconsin at Madison, May 1983.
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gizing from this example would mean that highly trained educa-
tional researchers—with practical experience with the realities of
the classroom and who are also familiar with the neighborhoods
from which the students are drawn—would operate a support and
assistance program for policymakers, parents, business leaders,
community activists, principals, teachers, and others seeking to
foster constructive educational improvements.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI mus: develop a national dissemination policy.

2. The Department of Education must require, as part of its con-
tractual agreements, that all federally-funded research prod-
ucts become & part of the ERIC collection.

3. OERI must appoint specialist panels in a number of key areas
(research and development involving educational equity, as
well as each of the six National Education Goals). Formation of
such panels will trigger the planning process for the develop-
ment of the National Library of Eduncation.

4. OERI must develop appropriate criteria for assessing quality pro-
grams, products, policies and practices. The office should addi-
tionally develop models for collecting subsequent evidence of
quality and effectiveness of such programs. (Some of this cross-
cutting methodological work in evaluation is described in Rec-
ommendation 4.)
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13. In order to guarantee the continued infusion and utilization of
research and development results, OERI must establish a responsive
and interactive delivery system for research, development and dis-

semination (similar to the original agriculture extension programs
of the land grant colleges).

Acrogs the Nation there is a need for educational improvement
in all of our schools. The best must be assisted to become better
and our worst school systems must be saved from total collapse.
Among the numerous new policies, procedures and practices
needed to bolster school improvement efforts is the need for a com-
ponent which guarantees an interactive and responsive delivery
system for research, development and dissemination. Such a
system must eventually serve all school systems; however, there is
a need for an intensified effort to be launched immediately in the
Nation’s poorest school districts. A District Education Agent Pro-
gram which speedily provides high quality, useful information and
technical assistance will be vitally necessary to promote the in-
creased participation of parents, business and community leaders
in partnership with teacgers and education leaders as they deter-
mine the future of their schools. An “Agent” to channel feedback
and assist with the mobilization of “America 2000 Communities” is
an essential ingredient. As Dr. Paul T. Hill of the RAND Corpora-
tion testified:

Urban school improvement requires a broad community effort, led by business and
community groups that in another era redeveloped the downtown or rebuilt the
city’s economic base. Coalitions led by CEOQ's, elected officials, clergy, neighborhood
and anti-poverty group representatives, and college presidents have sta a revolu-
tion from above, uniting to make education the No. 1 civic priority. School boards,
administrators and teacher leaders still have important roles to play. But the daﬁ's

(]

are gone when educational policg! could be created solely in negotiations among t
school board and its employees.

Dr. Arthur Wise, Director of the RAND Center for the Study of
the Teaching Profession and Chair of the American Educational
Research Association’s Government and Professional Liaison Com-
mittee, testified that, “We really do not have a good way of chart-
ing on a systematic basis what is going on in American education
so that we can learn from these natural experiments that occur
and then can share information more broadly. It is all trial under
fire, trial and error.” 7

Given our Nation's dire educational needs, the present piece-
meal approach of OERI will never have a significant impact. The
fragmentation of the dissemination system and the haphazard co-
ordination between the Nationa! Research Centers, the Regional
Laboratories, the ERIC bibliographic database, and the National
Diffusion Network causes effecti' - “~ograms, materials, and prac-

92 Oversight Hearing on OERI, Statement of Dr. Maul T. Hill, September 14, 1989, 72.
°7 Oversight Hearing on the OKRI, Testimony of Dr. Arthur Wise, Oclober 26, 1989, 83.
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tices to easily be overlooked (see Recommendation 12). Additional-
ly, at the local level there is no one available on an ongoing basis
to see that communities most in need of specific kinds of research,
development, and dissemination assistance are helged. There is
often the need for some intervention agent to guide the application
of a tested, effective remedy for a problem which can be solved.
The Subcommittee received testimony which reiterates this prob-
lem:

The average third grade teacher or average fifth grade teacher does not know what
the research has uncovered, and the researchers in general do not go into the class-
rooms of our Nation to work with the teachers, so what we need here clearly is
better articulation between the researchers and the information that they uncover,

and the persons who are on the firing line who are supposed to implement those
programs.®8

Most teachers on the classroom “firingl line” do not believe that
research and development can assist with their everyday recurring
problems of discipline, excessive paperwork, outreach to homes an
the community, or that such new information can facilitate in-
struction, reduce student boredom and supplement the knowledge
being transmitted in the classroom. Nevertheless, there are models,
methods, techniques and technology which already exist to assist
with the problems listed above.

A research, development, and dissemination delivery vehicle
similar to the system developed by the United States Department
of Agriculture should replace the occasional and episodic involve-
ment of OERI (see Appendix C). The agriculture extension service
has been credited with playing a “major role” in the U.S. “‘agricul-
tural revolution.” ®® “It is impossible for anyone to speak 10 words
about diffusion without two of them being ‘agriculture
extension’ ...In many ways, it constitutes the defining metaphor
for technology transfer.” 19 American agriculture was trans-
formed by the steady interjection of effective research and develop-
ment practices and, as a result of the marriage of theory, engineer-
ing and practice, became the model for the world. A similar re-
search, development, and dissemination approach could achieve
equally astounding results for American education.

At the risk of exhausting the metaphor, a more detailed descrip-
tion of the delivery system being proposed might compare it to the
“drip irrigation” technique so successfully popularized by Israeli
farmers. The steady application of the benefits of research and de-
velopment in economical doses that are appropriate for the prob-
lem is the desired outcome. District Education Agents (similar to
the “county agents” utilized by the Department of Agriculture) are
key to this more direct approach. Many of the organizational and
human engineering techniques pioneered by the county agents
should be thoroughly examined for vse in the dissemination of edu-
cation research and development results.

Although there are many differences between agricultural and
educational research technology transfer, there are significant
areas of similarity:

%8 Oversight Hearing on OER!, Statement of Faustine Jones-Wilson, April 20, 1988,
99 Everett M. Rogers, “The Intellectual Foundation and History of the Agricultural Extension
M?goell,;’ Know“lezgge: Creation. Diffusion, Utilization, June 1988, 432.
ogers, 493,
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1. Both endeavors have an enormous amount of complex re-
search information that needs to be translated to practitioners
in non-technical language and adapted by knowledgeable ex-
perts to practical settings.

2. Client participation (in identifying local needs and in pro-
gram planning, evaluation, and feedback) is key to solving both
agricultural and educational problems.

Education, in contrast to agriculture, has been subject to a great-
er amount cf faddism. Innovations are frequently started, but even
if exemplary, may not come to the attention of the most relevant
users and may be heavily dependent for their survival on one or
two people. In agriculture, county agents have been successful in
ensuring that the change process is carefully nurtured and moni-
tored while specialist personnel ensure that the resource base is of
high quality and responsive to user needs,

Analogizing from agriculture’s successful experience utilizing re-
search to assist in the change process, the following structure for a
responsive and interactive delivery system is proposed:

® A Bureau of Education Extension similar to the Department
of Agriculture’s Cooperative Extension Service (CES) must be
created within OERI to administer the District Education
Agent Program (DEAP) and to provide specialist assistance.

® Learning Grant Institutions (LGI’s) must be designated and
awarded grants which will serve as the information base for
each DEAP. Although similar to the land grant colleges and
universities, these LGI's may alsio be other non-profit education
institutions such as the National Research and Development
Centers, the Regional Laboratories; or even profit-making en-
terprises specializing in education.

® District Education Agents will be appointed by the Learning
Grant Institutions in consultation with State Departments of
Education. The District Education Agents (DEA’s) must func-
tion as independent change agents providing information,
channeling responses and feedback, organizing and coordinat-
ing a community-wide effort to improve education. In “Amer-
ica 2000 Communities” the DEA shall be responsible for the
mobilization of all groups and organizations.

® Research and Development Districts shall consist of parts or
all of the participating congressional districts ane territories,

Research and Development District (RDD) shell cot “ur e xo

less than 250,000 residents. The remainder of a c.agressional
district might be utilized as a control for the educational im-
provement experiment. Where entire congressional districts
are designatecﬁe such RDD’s shall be considered synonymous
with “America 2000 Communities.”

® America 2000 Communities, which are proposed in the Presi.
dent’s legislative initiative, are congressional districts which
must adopt the National Education Goals, devise a plan for
reaching them, create a report card for monitoring their
progress and demonstrate a commitment to create and support
a “New American Schoo].”

® An Intensified District Education Agent Program shall be es
tablished in recognition of the crisis facing the schools in the
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Nation’s poores’' congressional districts. In addition to the basic
program and resources projected for all congressional districts,
the 50 poorest CD’s located in rural and inner-city areas with
some having predominately bilinguat populations, shall be eli-
gible for emergency assistance for activities involving non-re-
curring expenditures. The credibility and effectiveness of the
District Education Agents will be greatly enhanced by such a
capability to address pressing problems immediately. The In-
tensified District Education Agent Program shall be adminis-
tered by the Learring Grant Institution.

Consideration of the optimum practical size for Research and De-
velopment Districts required an examination of the agriculture ex-
tension model where a land grant university was designated for
each State and a county agent for each county. The detailed repli-
cation of this model is not the most desirable approach for the fol-
lowing reasons:

@ The States vary greatly in size, demographics, distance of uni-
versities from the poorest communities, structure of the policy-
making body responsible for education, etc.

@ Counties vary greatly in size, demographics, and their rela-
tionships with school districts.

On the other hand, congressional districts are the single unit of the
Federal Government which have nearly equal populations. The
President’s legislation has also chosen the congressional district as
a basic unit for mobilizing to achieve school improvements. Since
the District Education Agents will be responsible for promoting
total educational improvement for all age, income, formal and non-
formal groupings within the population, the target area size should
be determined first by the number of residents. School district
boundaries, public college zones, library service areas, job training
program eligibility boundaries, etc. are important but secondary
considerations. The goal is the improvement of education for all
persons from the cradle to the grave.

For each “R&D District” there shall be a “Learning Grant Insti-
tution” and its appointed “District Education Agent.” Departing
from the agricultural extension model in this case, the operative,
the “District Education Agent” and the backup resource, the
‘“Learning Grant Institution,” shall both be in equal proximity
with the target population.

District Education Agents, with the supy ¢ of their base Learn-
ing Grant Institutions, would have the fol.c."ing major functions:

® To assemble parents, students, teachers, education leaders,
community leaders, labor leaders and business leaders for the
purpose of adopting the National Education Goals, additional
local education goals and a plan for achieving the adopted
goals and to assist this group in mobilizing to achieve their ob-
jective,

® To use the instruments and agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment to disseminate useful information as speedily as possible.

® To channel the responses and feedback of the practitioners
back to the research and development community.
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® To identify gaps in the Federal “treasure chest” of informa-
tion which would result in the launching of new imtiatives to
address specific problems.

® To track past Federal grants to the district and pinpoint rea-
sons for success or failure and to track existing Federal grants
and assist in improving their effectiveness.

® To channel the resources of the Learning Grant Institutions
and other Federal R&D entities into the district in the form of
information, materials and technical assistance.

As stated above, there is an immed.ate need to launch an “Inten-
sified District Education Agent Program” within the 50 poorest
congressional Jistricts. The correlation between poverty and poor
student performance has been well established. Localities with
high concentrations of such at-risk students can not wait until the
year 2000. In concert with the Institute for the Education of At-
Risk Students, the Intensified District Education Agent Program
will promote immediate reforms and offer resources to support
such proposals. The targeting of the demonstration programs of the
Institute can best be achieved through collaboration with the Dis-
trict Education Agents.

In addition to funds for non-recurring emergency expenditures,
special allocations should be set aside for the 50 demonstration dis-
tricts to allow them to receive increases in funding for any two of
the following certified Federal programs. These certified options
would serve as incentives and rewards for meeting certain educa-
tion goals and timetables.

® Increased Chapter I funding.

® Increased Head Start funding.

@® Special funding for a community-based TRIO program.

@ Special Pell Grant allocations.

o S}z;cellerated Designation of America 2000 Experimental
ools.

The 50 “demonstration” congressional districts would choose the
two options most suitable for the district capability. For example,
poor areas lacking adequate physical facilities can not use addition.
al Head Start funds until new buildings are made available. On the
other hand, areas with a large percentage of high school students
(vivould welcome special funding for a TRIO program to counsel stu-

ents.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. A Bureau of Education Extension within OERI must be author-
ized. The Bureau must be responsible for the immediate
launching of 50 District Education Agent demonstration pro-
grams in the 50 poorest congressional districts. The Bureau
must simultaneously prepare for the long-term establishment

of District Education Agent Programs in the remaining con-
ressional districis and territories. The ilcplementation and
unding timetable for the non-demonstration districts shall be

two years behind the demonstration districts in order to facili-
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If:_ate the applications of lessons learned among. the original

ifty. :

2. The Bureau of Education Extension shall be responsible for
making grants to Learning Grant Institutions for the purpose
of operating District Education Agent Programs.

3. The Bureau shall be responsible for initiating the process for the
establishment of Education 2000 Community Committees
within the DEAP. Such Committees shall constitute the start-
up phase for the non-demonstration congressional districts. For
this purpose, the Bureau may contract with prospective Learn-
ing Grant Institutions or other non-profit agencies or private
sector entities providing education-related services or with the
new American Schools Development Corporation. '

4. The Bureau shall establish ongoing liaison with Governors and
State Departments of Education to facilitate consultation in
the determination of Learning Grant Institutions and the ap-
pointments of District Education Agents. State Education De-
partments shall be responsibie for the selection of independent
contractors to evaluate the LGI's and the DEAP's.

5. Utilizing the data from the U.S. Census, OERI must determine
the 50 poorest congressional districts as early as possible.



14. OERI must set standards, conduct assessments, and promote re-
search and development activities which enhance the capability of
States and local education agencies to improve the governance and
management of their schools.

Decentralization and diversity are critical strengths of the Amer-
ican public education system. Despite its present shortcomings in
the face of intensified global competition, this system has met
mang of the needs of a rapidly evolving industrialized nation. The
flexibility which has allowed improvisation to burgeon should not
be discarded now. However, the pitfalls of a system where 50 States
exercise separate oversight authority and more than 15,000 local
school boards make day to day governance and managerial deci-
sions must not be overlooked. Assessments of the performance of
these entities cannot be ignored if the Nation is to achieve mean-
ingful educational improvements.

Educational improvements cannot be obtained by focusing on the
achievements of students alone. Standards, assessments and report
cards must also be established for those who govern and manage.
Before we forge ahead to institutionalize the national testing of
students, it would be more logical, more efficient and more just to
establish a national program for the assessment of the governance
and management performance of the States, school districts and
local education agencies responsible for the education of students.
Student achievement represents the final product of the education
enterprise; however, modern managers never confine themselves to
the examination and analysis of the product in order to correct the
flaws in a system which produces a gefective product. All units in-
volved in the production process must be thoroughly scrutinized,
evaluated and certified as working properly.

As the level of government primari y responsible for education,
States may be deemed malfunctioning, failing when their funds
and resources are distributed with great per capita disparities
among school districts and local education agencies. Usual y such
disparities in distributions result in low income and minorit
pupils receiving less. School districts and systems which allow all
of the qualified math and science teachers to be concentrated in a
manner which denies the majority of their students the exposure to
qualified teachers are guilty of malpractice. Too many inner-cit
school districts have situations comparable to the one in New YorK
City where a recent study has shown that none of the junior high
schools in districts with a majority of African-American and Latino
population have math and science teachers who majored in math
and science in college.

Numerous lawsuits have recently been launched to challenge de-
ficiencies, inadequacies and suspected conspiracies in the govern-
ance and management of school districts and systems. Lawsuits
also have been brought to ct allenge the State financing of school

(1)
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districts. In Texas and Kentucky major changes have been initiated
as a result of court decrees. A 1990 report, S. ortchanging Children:
The Impact of Fiscal Inequity on the Education of Students At
Risk, prepared for the Committee on Education and Labor of the
U.S. House of Representatives, summarizes the history of litigation
in the area of scheol financing.

It is imperative that OERI move in a more definitive manner to
restore balance to the conduct of “assessment” research by initiat-
ing, overseeing, and conducting research to inpoint the impact of
the governance and management of States, districts and systems on
the performance of students. A system of “report cards” on govern-
ance and management policies and practices is long overdue.

National standards and assessments of students will yield some
meaningful and useful results. There is also a strong ibility
that such standards and assessments, when focused only on the
testing of students, will produce a po ular perception that the stu-
dents bear the burden o? blame for the failure of public education
in America. A more scientific and more just agproach to assess-
ments must focus first on the State legislatures, State departments
of education, local school boards and local educational agencies.
Most of the power to achieve educational improvements is in the
hands of persons who are not students. Assessment systems must
be constructed with this obvious fact as a foundation.

Performance standards and assessment systems must begin with
the essential foundation of financing. Report cards which compare
per capita expenditures between States and per capita distributions
of State assistance among districts within States are very much in
order. There is a definite correlation between the level of expendi-
tures for education and the school and later life success of children.
The findings of Shortchanging Children provide significant illustra-
tions of this fact:

“Texas:

Texas has one of the most extensive State-funded preschool programs in the coun-
try. According to a study by the Bank Street College of Education, more than 50,000
children in the State participate in publicly funded preschool. But, these programs
are unevenly distributed. A &umber of the poorest school districts in Texas—where
the need is the greatest—cannot afford to participate. According to one expert, even
though the State contributes a portion of the funding it is not enough to help all
poor districts operate a preschool program. State funds only provide for a half-day of
schooling. Poor districts are hard pressed to provide an adequate education to
school-aged children and they do not have the extra dollars to make up the differ-
ence. Moreover, many of these districts lack any adequate facilities to house pre-
}_ugtlilet:g;arwn programs and do not have the resources to expand or improve their

a .

The Texas court found that typical poor district schools had no foreign language,
chemistry, physics, calculus, college preparatory, or honor programs. Higher ex-

nditure schools offered an expanded curriculum. Poor schoo districts also did not

ave basic extracurricular programs, up-to-date technological equipment, teachers’
aides, and parental involvement programs.
Maryland:

Statistics conipiled by the State of Mari;land show major disparities in the avail-
ability of preschool education based on the wealth of the district. In Montgomery
County, a property-wealth district with relatively few minoritgy and at-risk children,
the enroliment in public and private pre-kindergarten for 1986 was 9,428 while the
enrollment in kindergarten was 9,395 and in the first grade 9,316, In Baltimore
City, a property-poor district with a very large enroliment of at-risk children, pre-
kindergarten was 5,858 in the same year while kindergarten was 10,778 and first

ade was 12,640. It is true that much of the preschoo education in Montgomery

unty was provided at private schools while in Baltimore City preschool education
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took place mainly in public schools. Nevertheless, the figures indicate that almost
all Montgomery County children arrive in kindergarten armed with preschool expe-
rience to prepare them to learn, while in Baltimore, half the children had no such
preparation.

Montana:

A study, relied on by the Montana District Court in striking down the State'’s
school financing system as unconstitutional, found class size to be a ‘critical factor’
for effective individualized instruction. Wealthy districts in Montana maintain a 13
to 1 student-teacher ratio, while the poor districts have student-teacher ratios in the
high twenties or low thirties. As a result, the wealthier districts can afford more
independent study and more one-on-one educational programs than the poorer
school districts. In addition, the kindergarten classes in the wealthy districts are
much smaller than in their wealthier [sic) counterparts.

The Supreme Court of Montana found that the high-wealth districts offered a
more extensive guidance counseling program, affecting even the eiementary level.
In some poorer high schools, however, there were only part-time guidance counsel-
ors.

New York:

In Board of Education v. Nyquist the A pellate Division found that pro rty-poor
districts find it extremely expensive to reduce class size because of the higher teach-
er salary costs entailed, and that property-rich districts do use their resources to
reduce class sizes. For example, in 1975-76, Great Neck had a median class size of
20.79 for grades K-3, 22.39 for grades 4-6 and 28.79 for grades 7-9. Yet Brentwood, a
poor district, scheduled all classes at the class maximums of 26 for kindergarten, 28
for first and second grade, 30 for third grade, and 32 for all remaining grades. Roo-
sevelt, a poor district, in 1976-77 did not expect to have any classes with fewer than
33 students in each class. The court concluded there were important reasons, such
as individual attention, classroom experience, and remedial attention, for having
smaller classes.

Property-rich districts use their wealth to employ teachers with more experience
and better training, according to New York's Appellate Division. As a result those
teachers are also paid better. The poor districts also have a high percentage of
teachers without teaching certificates. The court, relying on testimony of witnesses
in the case, found that these qualities of the teachers in the wealthy districts often
led to better student achievement.

New Jemlf{:'

The ALJ in Abbott v. Burke found that students from the poorer districts attend-
ed larger elementary schools with larger classes, including kindergarten, than the
wealthier district’s children. At the time of trial, in property-poor Irvington more
than 28 percent of the elementary schools had classes of more than thirty children
in grades one through three. In Camden there were 26 percent of elementary classes
with enrollments over thirty. In contrast, in South Brunswick there were no classes
with over thirty students. In Moorestown, another wealthy district, the Board of
Education requires an aide to be hired whenever a kindergarten class reaches
twenty-one children, twenty-two in second grade, and twenty-three in third and
fourth grades. The average class size in South Brunsawick is twenty students.

According to the New Jersey Supreme Court's findings, the wealthy district of
South Orange/Maplewood has computers available to the students beginning in kin-
dergarten and continuing throughout a student’s schooling, with computer labs at
every school and advanced instruction at the high school level. In Princeton there is
one computer for eight children, while in Camden there is one computer for 58 chil-
dren. Camden offers formal computer instruction to only 3.4 percent of its upils.
The science education in poor urban school districts is also deficient, accortﬁng to
the court. For example, Princeton has seven laboratories with built-in equipment in
its high schools. In contrast, the poor districts offer science classes in labs built in
the 19203 and 1930s where the equipment often does not work and the supplies are
insufficient. In East Orange, for exam le, the middle-school teachers use a science
cat without water or electrical power. In addition, hands-on experience often cannot
be taught or is taught without supervision,

The foreign language programs offered in the poor districts are also dramatically
unequal to the wealthg districts. For example, in Montclair, a wealthy district,
there are French and Spanish classes at the preschool level. A Princeton middle
school requirement is that all fifth graders take a half-year of French and a half-
year of Spanish. In the high schools, German, Italian, ¥%ussian. and Latin are of-
fered. Yet in poor districts advanced foreign language courses are not offered and
instruction in the basic courses generally only begins in high school.
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The music and art programs of rich and poor districts are also vastly unequal.
South Brunswick, for example offers music classes in kindergarten and in Montclair
mueic class is given to preschoolers. Princeton offers an extensive music program
including bands, orchestras, and small ensembles. In contrast, Camden and Pater-
son, poor districts, cannot offer a music course until the fourth grade. Only intro-
ductory courses are offered in high school. Camden budget constraints forced a lay-
off of all elementary school music teachers in the early eighties. In addition, the
poor districts have inadequate space for instrumental music lessons or bands and
choruses. In one poor district elementary school, the music lessons are taught in the
back of the lunchroom. Art programs in the wealthy districts begin early, even in
the preschool years. Art programs in poorer districts are sparse, according to the
New Jersey Supreme Court. For example, in East Orange elementary schools there
are no art classes and art teachers are few and limited in the forms of art they are
able to teach. In Jersey City only a third of the students have any type of art class
available to them.

Kentucky:

The poor districts, according to the State Supreme Court, offer programs of dra-
matically lesser quality than wealthier distrints, particularly in the areas of mathe-
matics, science, foreign languages, music, and art. The poor districts also are lacking
in specialty programs and often do not effectively teach even basic skills.” 10!

Beyond the initial area of financing there are a considerable
number of additional elements of governance and management
which require study. The following are a few of the basic questions
which must be thoroughly explored:

® What is the optimum method of selecting education policy-
makers?

® Do elected State chief education executives perform better
than appointed ones?

® Is there a most effective way to choose local school board
members?

® What set of rules and regulations most effectively guide the
conduct of school board members?

® Do local education agencies distribute funds and resources eq-
uitably among schools?

® How have school boards effectively minimized partisan politi-
cal interference?

@ How have school boards minimized conflicts of interest and
corruption?

® How does corruption among school policymakers and manag-
ers impact on the quality of instruction?

® Is instruction adversely affected when local education agency
personnel display contempt for Federal and State mandates?

® Is noncompliance with Federal and State laws a widespread
phenomenon?

® Is there an cptimum ratio of administrative overhead to ex-
penditures for instruction?

@ Can racist practices in schools be identified?

@ Can the impact of racist practices on student performance be
assessed?

@ Can patterns of suspensions, expulsions and corporal punish-
ment serve as relevant indicators of the quality of school lead-
ership and management?

12! William L. Taylor and Dianne M. Piche, A Rﬁport on Shortchan, in§' Children: The Impact
g{chal Inequity on the Education of Students at Risk, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
ffice, Serial No. 101-U, 1840) 35-44.
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@ Should the proportion of school resources committed to parent
participation be considered a significant indicator in measur-
ing the performance of school managers?

® With respect to appeals and grievance procedures for school
personnel and students, what are the optimum powers for prin-
cipals and superintendents?

® Are tl})ere model or optimum contractual arrangements with
unions?’

The collapse of public education in two New Jersey cities has il-
lustrated the extent to which corruption will prevail if not checked.
Patterson and Jersey City, New Jersey had to wait decades before
the equivalent of a political earthquake produced State action to
take over desperately corrupt systems of public education. These
systems, and many like them throughout the country, based upon
inequitable financing and widespread corruption, have doomed
many minority children to “institutionalized child neglect.” It is
unconscionable that a civilized society allows public school situa-
tions to degenerate to the point of blatant criminality before emer-
gency action is taken.

Is school “choice” with its emphasis on maximizing competition
among schools a well tested governance strategy? Would school
board members in charge of a “choice” system need special train-
ing? Would school principals operating within a ‘“choice” system
need special training?

It must be noted that school governance is not an issue that has
been neglected by OERI. Research on governance has been funded
by the Federal Government for more than two decades.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI must review the research and the products of centers
which have as part of their mission school governance and
make the relevant results available to national policymakers.
If necessary, OERI should work with these centers to establish
new priorities to address gaps in knowledge with respect to
vital questions related to the “Education Effort” being made
by States, school boards and local education agencies.

2. OERI must supervise the development of a set of “Education
Effort” indicators which quanti y the amounts of funds com-
mitted, the fairness of the distribution of funds, the relative
amounts spent for overhead versus instruction, and other simi-
lar factors.

3. OCRI must sponsor the conduct of research which examines the
correlation between “Education Etfort” and pupil performance.

4. OERI must sponsor the conduct of research wﬁich more thor-
oughly examines the impact of corruption and partisan politi-
cal interference on the operation of location education agencies
ang the.lsubsequent performance of administrators, teachers,
and pupils.

5. OERI must sponsor the conduct of research which examines the
correlation between teacher education experience and creden-
tials and pupil performance beginning with the subject areas
of mathematics, science, history, English, and geography.
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6. OERI must sponsor the conduct of research which examines the
correlation between pupil performance and the quality of phys-
ical plants, the care of buildings, maintenance of equipment,
distribution of supplies, security, etc.

7. OERI should establish a specialist panel to study the benefits
which might be realized from the development and funding of
an Institute for Innovations in School Governance and Manage-
ment. Such an Institute would provide a well-coordinated rve-
search and development process with respect to such govern-
ance strategies as ‘“Choice”’ and autonomous policymaking at
individual school sites. Management strategies, such as James
Comer’s “School Development Program’ which includes “‘Site-
Based Management” and Ron Edmond’s “Effective Schools”
approach, would also be tested and reviewed by such an Insti-
tute.




15. OERI must conduct research to enhance the capacity of libraries
of all kinds to play a major role in educational improvement and to
serve as one of the primary vehicles for literacy education, continu-
ing education, and citizenship education.

The criteria for educated citizenry in today’s society has changed
dramatically in the past 20 years. The flow and complexity.of infor-
mation is such that we must read behind today’s headlines to un-
derstand the significance of ideas that are contained within com-
puter databases, on CD-ROM, or on microfiche as well as in books.
Libraries and librarians have a role to play in creating a more edu-
cated citizenry by providing the tools through which the informa-
tion age can be comprehended and mastered. Libraries may serve
as major vehicles for the promotion of basic literacy, information
literacy, continuing education, and citizenship education. As the
American Library Association’s Presidential Committee on Infor-
mation Literacy makes clear:

No other change in American society has offered greater challenges than the emer-
gence of the Information Age. Information is expanding at an unprecedented rate,
and enormously rapid strides are being made in the technology for storing, organiz-
ing and accessing the ever growing tidal wave of information. The combined effect
of these factors is an increasingly fragmented information base--large components
of which are only available to people with money and/or acceptable institutional
affiliations. ... How our country deals with the realities of the Information Age 1/ill
have enormous impact on our democratic way of life and our Nation's ability to

compete internatior ‘lly. Within America’s information society, there also exists the
potential of addressing many long-standing social and economic inequities. To reap

such benefits, people—as individuals and as a Nation—must be information literate.
To be information literate, a person must be able to recognize when information is
needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate, and use effectively needed informa-
tion. Producing such a citizenry will require that schools and colleges appreciate
and integrate the concept of information literacy into their learning programs and
that they play a leadership role in equipping individuals and institutions to take
advantage of the opportunities inherent within the information society.?02

Information literacy is the foundation for all other skills in a
knowledge-based economy—the one skill through which all other
skills and competencies can be acquired and maintained. It is, in
short, knowing how to learn.

Libraries can and must contribute towards the achievement of
the National Education Goals. In particular, they can provide a
vital resource for individuals for whom school has not worked or
does not work. These are the very same individuals who will have
to be targeted if we are to achieve school readiness, a 90 percent
graduation rate, and full adult literacy.

Libraries of all kinds yield greater educational value for each
dollar spent than any other unit within education structures.
School, higher education, public, and special libraries all have a fa-

102 American Library Association, Final Report of the Presidential Committee on Information
Literacy, January 1989, 1-2.
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vorable cost-benefits ratio. Even greater educational efficiency
could be achieved rapidly by changing the Neanderthal perception
of libraries harbored by education administrators. A significant
part of the answer to the problem of spiraling instructional costs
can be found in new usages for libraries as institutional media cen-
ters. Despite their low unit costs, full integration of libraries into
curriculum and pedagogical practices will greatly improve overall
educational outcomes.

For each one of the six goals enumerated by the President and
the Governors, there is a clear and effective role for libraries. They
can be as potent imong the activities needed to achieve goal one as
they more obviously are for the realization of goal five. The aspira-
tion of goal one that all children should enter school ready to learn
can be greatly enhanced by expanding the current public library
services for parents and preschool children. The literacy, continu-
ing education, anA citizenship support envisioned in goal five simi-
larly could begin with an expansion of public library activities
which already exist.

Libraries also have a very positive contribution to make to edu-
cational reform. They form an educational dissemination system
capable of providing information to school administrators, students,
parents, academicians, and legislators. Libraries can play a role in
the expanded view of learning that has yet to be fully researched
and defined. It is clear, for example, that ‘“public libraries played a
major role in the early part of the century, in assimilating children
and adults into our national life.” 13 Many public libraries are
continuing such efforts as new waves of immigrants find their
American home. However, we still know very little about what
works and why. Unfortunately, to date, OERI's efforts to exploit
!:hcii full educational potential of libraries have been extremely lim-
1ted.

OERI's Office of Library Programs (OLP) recently has taken a
more active role in working to improve the capacity of libraries to
contribute to the development of a “learning socicty.” After a
period of almost complete neglect of library issues by the Depart-
ment during the early 1980’s, this is certainly a welcomed change,
but OLP’s activities have not been without problems. Where OLP
has made some useful contributions—as in evaluation, assessment,
and dissemination—its efforts have only barely skimmed the sur-
face of what needs to be done. In other areas, particularly research,
OLP’s work has been plagued by incoherence and inconsistency.

The only coordinated Federal support for research in library and
information science is the Library Training and Research grant
program authorized by Title II-B of the Higher Education Act and
administered by the Office of Library Programs. One third of the
total apfpropriations for Title II-B ($976,000 in fiscal year 91) are re-
served for research and demonstrations relating to the improve-
ment of libraries; the remaining two-thirds is used for grants for
training in librarianship. Over the past several years, the Depart-
gngtqttbas sought to eliminate or slash funding for even this modest
initiative.

193 Dr, Mary Jo Lynch, Director of the Office for Research, American Library Association,
letter to the Subcommittee on Selection Education, 2 February 1989, 2.
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Yet, even as OLP and the Department were seeking to dismantle
or cut Title II-B, the research projects it was supporting with II-B
appropriations, perhaps inadvertently, were documenting the
urgent need for greater research in library and information science
and the inability of the field to meet this challenge without strong
Federal support. Through its Rethinking the Library in the Inﬁor-
mation Age project, OLP identified some 130 questions in 10 key
issue areas which required further research.!°* The Rethinking the
Library proje.. ..".: concluded that, for a variety of reasons, includ-
ing the small size of tne faculties of schools of library and informa-
tion science, many library practitioners’ lack of training in neces-
sary research skills, and the limited resources of the professional
associations, the field was not capable of taking on this bur%agning
researlc‘n agenda without greater leadership from the Depart-
ment.

In addition to compellingly refuting OLP’s calls for a reduced
Federal role in library research, the Rethinking the Library project
also made some useful recommendations for changes in the current
Federal role which, unfortunately, OLP also seems determined to
ignore. In particular, it pointed to a need to reconfigure OLP’s role
away from the present piecemeal and passive approach of anauall
awarding a few modest grants to support small, discrete researc
projects toward a more comprehensive, catalytic approach of pro-
viding the core support needed to develop and sustain the research
infrastructure that is now lacking in the field. This new kind of
Federal approach might take a number of different forms, includ-
ing:

@ Establishing a Library Research Roundtable consisting of rep-
resentatives of professional associations, government, and in-
dustry to identify priorities and coordinate and facilitate re-
search and activities by the public and private sectors. The
model for this approach is the Research Roundtable of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences which is partially funded by the
National Institutes of Health, National Science Foundation,
and the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, and Energy.

® Providing start-up funding and ongoing, core support for a pri-
vate, non-profit “think tank” or a university-based research in-
stitute to conduct applied research in library and infor mation
science.

® Improving the research skills of library professionals by estab-
lishing training (Frograms for practicing librarians in research
methodology and statistics and developing model curricula in
research methodology for use by schools of library information
science.

® Providing start-up and core funding for one or more universi-
ty-based centers for research in library and information sci-
ence which would conduct interdisciplinary, basic research
with algcécus on computerized information retrieval and proc-
essing.

. {;; é)fﬁce of Library Programs, OER!, Rethinking the Library in the Information Age, Volume
' ).

“’;gg)(?ice of Library Programs, OERL Rethinking the Library in the Information Age, Volume
196 Rethinking, Volume 11,
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Through these and other mechanisms, OLP could provide the

National leadership which is needed to coordinate, organize, and
%alvanize what are now scattered, unfocused, and inadequately
unded research efforts into a stable infrastructure which can sup-
port meaningful, purposeful research in library and information
science into the next century. The Department would not necessar-
il‘y need to provide all or even most of the financial support for any
of these mechanisms; additional support could be provided by in-
dustry, universities, foundations, professional associations, as well
as by other Federal agencies like the National Science Foundation.
But as OLP’s own Rethinking the Library project made clear, this
much needed infrastructure will not develop without the strong na-
ti.(:inal leadership that only the Department of Education can pro-
vide.

OLP has made some helpful contributions in other areas. After a
long period of relative inactivity in the areas of evaluation, OLP
has resumed efforts to promote research, analysis, and ultimately,
greater use of standardized output measures and other potential
%uantitative and qualitative indicators of library performance.

hough fraught with many problems if used improperly, the devel-
opment and implementation of more objective evaluative measures
can play an important part in maintainin accountability and im-
proving the quality of library services, and documenting the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of librarians. Several of the ‘“White Papers”
commissioned by OLP for its Evaluating Federally Funded Public
Library Programs outlined additional concrete steps OLP should
now take to improve the evaluation of library programs.!®?

OLP has also made some usefui contributions to expanding the
dissemination of information about exemplar library programs.
There is a clear need for a more aggressive Federal role in this
area. “The States generally make no coordinated effort to dissemi-
nate information about innovative projects. News about some pro-
grams gets communicated at State and national conferences or in
the professional literature. But there is no mechanism to validate
the success of programs or to help other libraries replicate
them.” 198 In 1987, OLP, in conjunction with the National Diffu-
sion Network, published a compilation of exemplary programs,
Check This Out: Library Program Models, which were selected “for
their unique qualities and replicability in other environments,” 199
More recently, OLP has worked to determine wh%, despite their eli-
ﬂbility, no library programs are included in the National Diffusion

etwork. According to a paper commissioned by OLP, the chief ob-
stacle to their inclusion is that many librarians are unfamiliar
with the research methodology and complex evaluation design re-
quired by NDN’s Program Effectiveness Panel. To remedy this, the
paper recommended several steps OLP should take to increase the
expertise of librarians in research raethodology and to facilitate the
inclusion of library programs in NDN,!1°

107 See, for example, Charles R. McClure, “Improving State Library Evaluation of Federal
Programs,” Evaluating Federally Funded Public Library Programs, ashington: Office of Li-
brary Programs, OERI, 1990) 39-54.

198 Ellen Altman and Philip M. Clark, “The National Diffusion Network: Its Potential for Li-
braries,” Evaluating Federally Funded Public Library Proirams. 105.

:“’: gil':'lce of },(;grary Programs, OERI, Check This Out: Library Program Models, 1987.

man, 106.



81

Though there is a great deal which must be done to improve
OLP’s research, evaluation, and dissemination activities, the great-
er problem lies not within the Office of Library Programs but
within the rest of OERI. There continues to be little recognition
within the rest of OERI of the critical role that libraries have to
play in making the Nation’s schools more effective and in develop-
Ing the “learning society’” we need as we move into the next centu-

ry.

OERI’s backward mind-set is perhaps best symbolized bf:' the way
it has allowed the Department of lﬁucation’s Research Library
(which OERI adm. isters) to deteriorate over the years. A recent
audit by the Geneial Accounting Office of the Research Library
concluded that, in its current condition, the Library was of “limited
usefulness” to Department personnel and other users in the educa-
tion community. Due to inaction by OERI, the library has no over-
all collection development policy to guide its operations; such a
policy, GAO explained, “is needed to make effective day-to-day de-
cisions regarding the acquisition and preservation of materials that
meet the needs” of the Library’s users. Without a collection devel-
opment policy, the Library’s contemporary collections have been
largely influenced by the individual interest of various Secretaries
of Education and not the needs of its profegsional and policy per-
sonnel. As a result, key areas, such as vocational education an bi-
lingual education, are the weakest and least comprehensive areas
of the collection.!!! OERI has also slashed real nonpersonnel fund-
ing for the Library by 62 percent since fiscal year 80, including the
funds necessary to regularly catalog and maintain the collection.
Consequently, an estimated one-half of the eccllection is not cata-
loged and cannot be retrieved and used by Department personnel.
In  addition, another 40,000 volumes are “poorly
maintained . . . improperly shelved and in need of rebinding and
other preservation services.” 112

The same lack of vision that has caused OERI to le* its library
fall into such a state of Jysfunction and disrepair has also hobbled
its efforts to respond effectively to the consensu: call for new edu-
cational approaches focused on promoting “information literacy.”
Report after report on educational reform in recent years has pro-
claimed the importance of reorienting our current curricula and
methods of instruction to beiter develop the new set of skills which
are required in a knowledge-based economy:
The skills needed 10w are not routine. Qur econumy will be increasingly dependent
on J)eop'le who have a good intuitive grasp of the wa{s in which all kinds of physical
and social systems work. .. . Such people will have the need and the ability to learn
all the time, as the knowledge required o do their work twists ard turns with new
challenges and the progress of science and technology. They will not come *o the
workplace knowing all they have to know, but knowing how to figure out what they
need to know, where to get it, and how to make meaning out of it.... We are de-
scribing people who have the tools they need to think for thameelves, people who
can act independently and with others, who can render critical judgment and con-

tribute constructively to many enterprises, whose knowledge is wide-ranging and
whose understanding runs deep, 13

"L S, General Accovnting Office, Department of Education Library: Actions Needed to Im-
prove Its Usefulness, 1991,

111 Department of kdu ation Library, 1991.

'!'* Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy,
A Nation F epared: Teachers of the st Century, 1986, 20
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Inevitably, libraries must be central to developing these new in-
formation access skills and facilitating the lifelong learning that
has become an economic imperative. “If the challenge is to learn
how to learn and how to place one’s learning within a broader soci-
etal and information environment, then libraries and their re-
sources become the logical center for such learning.” 114

Unfortunately, this realization has seemingly not yet been made
by senior policymakers at OERI Little has been done by OERI to
provide the leadership needed to start bridging the gap between
the library an  the classroom. New initiatives are needed to identi-
fy and promuce the replication of exemplary curricula models
which integrate regular classroom instruction with bibliographic
instruction and library-based learning. Such integrative models are
needed for pre-service and in-service teacher training programs
and at every educational level, from elementary and secondary
through undergraduate and graduate education. Though this kind
of initiative might be undertaken in cooperation with the Office of
Library Programs, it is essential that leadership and participation
come from elsewhere within OERI as well. Library professionals
have been advocating and experimenting with new integrative ap-
proaches to cultivating information literacy skills for many years,
often with little support or attention from other educators. They
are already ‘“‘converts” to the cause. What is now refuired is ag-
gressive leadership by OERI to carry the mescage to the wider uni-
verse of educational professionals and enlist their talents and ener-
gies in meeting the challenge of providing citizens with the infor-
mation literacy skills which are now necessary for success in our
knowlerdge-kased economy.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions wvutlined in this
:gction, the following recommendations require immediate atten-

ion:

1. The Office of Library Programs should renew discussions with
the field to develop plans for reconfiguring the HEA Title II-B
research program to focus more on building a stable infrastruc-
turc for ongoing research in library and information science.
The plan should be submitted to Congress as part of the De-
partment’s recommendatiors for the reauthorization ¢ the
Higher Education Act.

2. Working closely with State iibrary agencies and the professional
associations, OLP should continue to explore options for im-
rroving the evaluation and assessment of library programs. as
part of this effort, OLP should act to address the need for
greater expertise in evaluation methodology among State li-
brary agency personnel and local program administrators, such
as through the development and dissemination of a - .aining
manual.

3. OLP should establish a program of “echnical assistance in re-
search methodology for the administrators of exemplary li-
brary programms to facilitate their inclusion in the National Dif-
fusion Network.

114 ¥, Gordon Gee and Patricia Senn Breivik, “Libraries and Leerning,”’ Libraries and the
Search for Acudemis Excellence (Metuchen, New Jersey: The Scarecrow Press, 1988) 33.
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4. OERI should immediately institute a collection development
policy for the Department of Education’s Research Library
which responds to the needs of Department personnel and
other potential users in the education community. An action
plan must also be developed to address the cataloging backlog,
preservation needs of the collection, and other serious prob-
{:ams which GAO identified as limiting the usefulness of the Li-

rary.

5. OERI should develop an information literacy initiative to pro-
mote greater integration of classroom instruction with library-
based learning at every educational level. This initiative
should include the identification of existing curricula models
which have proven effective, a program of dissemination and
replication assistance, and financial assistance to support ex-
perimentation with promising new models and methods.

6. A special allocation of funds should be provided for OLP to sup-
plement its small staff in order to develop a master plan for
research and development activities necessary to enhance the
capability of public libraries to promote the fifth National Edu-
cation Goal which involves the proniotion of adult literacy,
continuing education, and citizenship education. Public librar-
ies have a long history of effective operation of such programs.

59




16. OERI must join with the newly-established Office of Correction-
al Education to mount an aggressive research, development, and
dissemination initiative targeted at improving correctional educa-
tion.

In April 1991, President Bush announced his ‘“America 2000”
strategy to realize the six education goals promulgated by him and
the Nation's Governors. The President called for “far-reaching
changes in weary practices, outmoded assumptions and long as-
sumed constraints on education [to transform a] ‘Nation at Risk’
into a ‘Nation of Students.'” Meeting the challenge of the fifth
goal—"every adult American will be literate and will possess the
knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global economy”—
demands that a full and varied complement of educational opportu-
nities be made available to support the pursuit of lifelong learning
by all Americans.

Yet, without more aggressive action by OERI, the ‘‘weary prac-
tices” of the past are likely to literally lock out a significant per-
centage of Americans from the President’s ‘“Nation of Students’’—
the one million men and women confined in America’s jails, pris-
ons, and correctional institutions.

The population of America’s jails and prisons is so enormous that
it cannot help but command the attention of any policymaker who
is honestly committed to achieving a goal of full literacy and com-
petency for “all” adults by the year 2000. One out of every 55 adult
residents of the United States is under the jurisdiction of the crimi-
nal justice system—incarcerated, on parole, or on probation.!!5 On
any given day, 1 in 4 young African-American men, 1 in 10 young
Hispanic men, and 1 in 16 young white men are under the control
of the criminal justice system.!!® This already massive, supervised
and imprisoned population continues to grow at a prodigious rate
year after year, with the rate of increase in 1989 the largest ever in
recorded history.?!” By mid-decade, some estimate that the Na-
tion’s prison population could grow by as much as 68 percent.!!8

Most of those Americans who are now incarcerated will one day
be released. Some 90 percent of the men and women who are in
prison today will be released by the end of this decade.!!® They
will be very much a part of America 2000.

118 Steve Seurer, Learning Behind Bars: Selected Educational Programs from Juvenile. Jail,
and Prison Facilities, 1.
(ls;s;(;,h@;arc Maurer, Young Black Men and the Criminal Justice System, The Sentencing Project

117 Ed Wiley, I1I and Jacqueline Conciatore, "Solutions to Black Male Prison Crisis Elusive
and Difficult,” Black Issues in Higher Education (September 28, 1989), 6.

18 Westat, Inc., A Study of the ECIA Chapter 1 Neglected or Delinquent Program, U.S. De-
partment of Education (June 1990), 2-5,

119 Ed Wiley III, “Prison Education Programs Attempt to Pick Up Where Society Failed,”
Black Issues in Higher Education (September 14, 1989), 12,
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But correctional education demands attention not only because
of the vast size of the incarcerated population, but because of the
severity of their educational needs as well. They are among the
most educationally disadvantaged in the Nation. An estimated 20
to 50 percent of State and Federal prisoners are illiterate.!2° Some
49 percent of adult State prisoners dropped out of school by the
11th grade; some 94 percent have never participated in any postsec-
ondary programming.!2! Between 28 and 43 percent of juvenile of-
fenders have a disability which meets the definitional criteria set
out in Public Law 94-142. Among adult prisoners, some 10 to 50
percent are believed to have a disability. 22

Addressing the educational needs of these prisoners is sound
public policy. Consistently, every study which has examined the
impact of correctional education has found that it reduces recidi-
vism. A 1989 study by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, for example,
concluded that inmates who completed high school and participat-
ed in some postsecondary programming had rates of recidivism
that were 5 to 10 percent lower than inmates who had not.123

Unfortunately, the severe educational needs of this burgeoning
inmate population are not now being adequately addressed by the
Federal, State and local correctional systems. Nationwide, current-
ly only an estimated 20 percent of the inmate population partici-
pates in any educational or vocational program.!2¢ The proportion
of inmates receiving educational services varies considerably from
State to State, ranging from a low of just 10 percent of inmates in
Necbraska and Kansas to 67 percent in Kentucky. While the Feder-
al prison system and 11 State systems have established mandatory
prison literacy programs in recent years, most have a mandated lit-
eracy standard that is below the 8th grade reading level.!25 Oppor-
tunities for GED instruction and participation in postsecondary
education are much more limited.

Moreover, although an estimated 10 percent of adult inmates
have disabilities and are in need of special educational services,
less than 1 percent of inmates now receive them.!2¢ Juveniles with
disabilities fare somewhat better; an estimated 80 percent of juve-
nile inmates with disabilities currently receive some special educa-
tional services. Even so, serious problems remain: less than 10 per-
cent of the State departments of juvenile and adult corrections
fully comply with Public Law 94-142's mandate for a free and ap-
propriate education for individuals with disabilities who are 21
years of age and under.!27

Even when educational programs may be available in correction-
al institutions, they still may not adequately meet the needs of in-

120 Ed Herschler, “Education: Weapon Against Crime,” Compact (Spring 1976), 4.
121 Wiley, *“Solutions,” 6.
122 Robert B. Rutherford, Jr., et al,, "ngcial Education in the Most Restrictive Environment,”

Journal lofS’Fecial Education (Spring 1985), 59.
(IJ;S)Alhce racy, “Recidivism and Correctional Education,” Correctional Education Association

124 Steurer, 1.

128 Heidi L. Lawyer, “Mandatory Education Research,” Virginia Department of Correctional
Education (1980), 1.

126 Robert B. Rutherford, 63.

127 0,D, Coffey, “Meeting the Needs of Youth from a Corrections Viewpoint," Pr,, amming
ggsﬁd%escenfs with Behavioral Disorders, Council for Children with Behavioral Lisorders

b7




87

mates. Described as ‘“the most comprehensive examination of
State- and federally-funded education programs in correctional in-
stitutions,” the National Evaluation of Title I Programs in State
Institutions for the Neglected or Delinquent, conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education between 1975 and 1980, found myriad
problems with the quality and effectiveness of correctional educa-
tion services. Students “fail[ed] to measurably gain from participa-
tion in correctional education programs. .. failed to attain a level
of proficiency to acquire a GED, and ... either did not enter school
upon their release, or soon dropped out.” 128

The Department of Education generally, and OERI specifically,
have responded to this crisis in correctional education with passivi-
ty and inactivity. OERI's efforts in this area have been so slight
that its role in the movement to improve correctional education
can scarcely be described as participatory, much less anything ap-
proaching leadership. That clearly must change if the men and
women in the American correctional system are to join the Presi-
dent’s “Nation of Students.”

The Congress has already laid a solid foundation for the Depart-
ment to take the kind of proactive role in correctional education
which is so urgently needed. Section 602 of the Carl D. Perkins Vo-
cational and Applied Technology Education Act Amendments of
1990 (Public Law 101-392) cstablished an Office of Correctional
Education within the Department of Education to coordinate the
Department’s correctional education programs and, more general-
ly, “to encourage and support educational programs for criminal of-
fenders” in Federal, State, and local correctional institutions.

In creating this Office, the Congress clearly signalled its inten-
tion that the Department assume a more aggressive role in improv-
ing correctional education and gave it the means to begin to do so.
Unless the Office is provided with sufficient resources, however, its
promise will go unfulfilled and it will remain largely ornamental.
Moreover, even with adequate funding, the Office has a somewhat
narrow statutory mandate, limiting it to “technical support” to
local education agencies and correctional institutions; this would
seem to preclude the Office from undertaking the more extensive
and comprehensive research, development, and dissemination
effort which is needed in the field.

The Congress and the Department should follow through on this
promising first step by assuring that the new Office of Correctional
Education has sufficient financial and human resources to carry
out its mandate effectively. But this in itself is not enough., OERI
must also forge an ongoing working partnership with the Office to
develop and implement a research and development agenda which
is responsive to the unique needs and problems of the correctional
education system.

There is a great deal of research to be done. As is the case with
adult education, very little empirical research has been undertaken
which specifically addresses education in the correctional set-
ting.!2® The research that has been done has tended to focus exclu-

128 Wagtat, 2-7.
129 Westat, 2-24,
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sively on establishing the merit of correctional education and prov-
ing its effectiveness in reducing recidivism. This is an important,
and probably inevitable task, but it is now time to move on.

The teaching strategies which predominate in correctional educa-
tion today have been derived largely from practices developed more
than a decade ago for the instruction of educationally disadvan-
taged elementary school students. These practices include the use
of curricula driven by a rigid sequencing which requires the attain-
ment of basic skills prior to the development of higher-order skills,
the use of teacher-controlled instruction almost exclusively, and an
emphasis on rote memorization and drill and practice exercises.!3°
This approach is now widely considered ineffective in educating
disadvantaged youngsters at the elementary and secondary level
and its effectiveness with adult learners, much less adult prison in-
mates, is even more dubious. In the Federal Chapter 1 program, as
well as in other elementary and secondary programs serving the
disadvantaged, there has been a movement to promote the adop-
tion of new and more effective approaches in which the instruction
is more interactive and the curriculum integrates the attainment
of basic and higher-order skills and provides a clear, real-world
context for the development and use of these skills.!3! A similar
effort is now needed to dislodge this retrograde approach from cor-
rectional education. Working with the Office of Correctional Educa-
tion, OERI should encouraFe the development and adoption of new
curricula and instructional strategies which adapt this more effec-
tive, integrative and interactive approach to correctional education.

Literacy and basic skills instruction and preparation for a GED
should not be the exclusive focus of this research and development
initiative. Much of the renewed interest in correctional education
in recent years has tended to center around promoting functional
literacy only, with comparatively little attention paid to the equal-
ly compelling need to better coordinate and integrate academic in-
struction with vocational training and to expand inmate access to
postsecondary programming both during and following imprison-
ment. The importance of these elements in adequately preparing
prisoners for successful lives upon release is obvious. A correctional
education program which effectively teaches inmates to read “Help
Wanted” ads describing jobs for which they have no qualifications
is not a successful program.!32

The development of these new instructional approaches should
be sensitive to the particular demands and constraints of education
in the correctional setting. It must take into iccount, for example,
that the physical facilities in correctional institutions were de-
signed with security, not education, in mind and may therefore
pose some special difficulties for the correctional educator. It
should also place a priority on identifying effective strategies for
accelerated instruction to assure that services can be provided to
those who are imprisoned for a relatively brief period of time. Too
often, these prisoners are overlooked completely in designing and

130 Westat, 2-13,

_ 13! See, for example, Better Schoolin}f for the Children of Poverty, U.S, DePartment of Educa-
tion (1990) and Mary Jean LeTendre, “Improving Chapter 1 Programs: We Can Do Better,” Phi
Delta Kappan (April 1991), 5717,
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implementing educational programs. Tennessee’s mandatory prison
literacy program, for example, exempts completely all inmates who
are within cne year of reiease.!33 Given that the average duration
of incarceration is 4 to 7 months for juveniles and 20 months for
adults,!34 research and development of methods of accelerated in-
struction must be a priority.

Computer-assisted instruction seems particularly suited for the
special needs and constraints of correctional education and has
proven notably effective in the State prison systems of Iowa and
Wisconsin and at other institutions where it has been tried.!35

Another critical area of concentration should be the identifica-
tion and development of effective training materials for correction-
al education personnel. The need is particularly acute for in-service
training materials since many correctional education personnel
have not received any specialized training in working with the in-
carcerated prior to their employment. Moreover, they lack the
same kind of opportunities for professional development and in-
service training available to teachers and other personnel in the
public school system.! 8¢

The research and development initiative which OERI must un-
dertake need not—and should not—start at ground zero. Effective
educational programs do already exist in correctional institutions
and systems around the United States. The Maryland Correctional
Training Center at Hagerstown, for example, operates an innova-
tive Peer Tutoring Reading Academy which enhances the reading
skills and self-esteem of inmate tutors and their pupils simuita-
neously and makes extensive use of “real-life” reading materi-
als.!37 Vermont has successfully integrated work and education in
its State facility by requiring all inmates without a high school di-
ploma to particii)late in its school program in order to obtain a
paying job.!3% The Sheriff's Office of Maricopa County, Arizona
provides a comprehensive basic skills and GED instructional pro-
Eram for inmates at the county jail, a population which, due to the

revity of incarceration, is often overlooked in the provision of edu-
cational services. Maricopa also offers a ten-week parenting skills

rogram for women inmates with children.!3? Texas has one of the
argest and most extensive correctional education programs in the
Nation, providing opportunities to inmates to earn a GED and ssso-
ciate’s, bachelor’s, and master’s degree through partnerships estab-
li.sheg owith local school districts, community colleges, and universi-
ties.

Little is now being done to tap into the expertise and knowledge
base developed by the administrators of these and other effective
programs. Efforts to identify promising correctional education pro-
grams have been sporadic and incomplete and, notably, have pro-
ceeded without the participation of the Department of Education.

'33 M. H. Gerry, Monitoring the Special Education Programs of Correctional Institutions, U.S.
Department of Education (1984).

¥3¢ Bureau of Justice Statistics, Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice (1983).

138 Westat, 2-25.

138 erschler, 5.




90

In 1986, for example, the Far West Laboratory for Educational Re-
search and Development performed a study which identified 9
model correctional education programs. Financing for the study
was provided by the Department of Justice—not the Department of
Education.!4! Efforts to promote and nurture the replication of
these programs at other correctional institutions have been practi-
cally nonexistent. OERI must work with the Office of Correctional
Education to fill this void by building and maintaining a national
information base or clearinghouse of effective programs, practices,
and policies in the field of correctional education. An aggressive
program of dissemination and technical assistance must also be im-
plemented to ensure that this knowledge base can be fully utilized
by correctional educators and administrators. Such a dissemination
program should recognize that the correctional education system is
generally isolated from the rest of the education system and that
existing modes of dissemination, such as the National Diffusion
Network, may not be appropriate for this task.

We, as a Nation, cannot permit the new movement for education-
al reform and improvement to be locked outside the gates of our
prisons, jails, and correctional institutions. The need to sweep out
backward thinking and the “weary practices” of the past in correc-
tional education is no less compelling than it is in any other sector
of our education system. Indeed, it may be more so. Former Su-
preme Court Chief Justice Warren Burger has eloquently summed
up the challenge that confronts us:

We must stop relying on prison warehouses and create factories with fences
around them, where there is some chance, however small, that the human bei
we confine can break out of the ‘life sentences’ of functional illiteracy, learn their
wa{ out with some marketable skills, secure some added basic education and begin
to build that self-esteem without which we would all be lost.... What are the op-
tions to deal with criminals? What are the steps? One is to ‘lock them up and throw
the keys away’; another is a policy of massive police protection that rises to the pro-
Egﬂrtion of martial law; or the third is a policy of intelligent concern that enlists the

t American brains, innovativeness, and drive in support of a program to make
our prisons ‘factories with fences.' 142

With its resources, expertise, and national dproﬁle, OERI is

uniquely positioned to take on this challenge and become the Na-

tional engine we need to move forward with this new policy of “in-
telligent concern” the ( hief Justice describes.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
:9ction, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
ion:

1. OERI should immediately conduct a survey to identifyv correc-
tional institution education programs that are effective. OERI
should promote the widest possible dissemination of informa-
tion about “‘what works” in these enclosed environments.

2. OERI should fund demonstration projects which test the utiliza-
tion of new methods of teaching specifically designed for the
kind of “captive audience” confined to prisons and jails. The
use of closed circuit television and specially developed films
and videos, as well as computerized instruction, are examples

141 Steurer, 28,
42 Warren E. Burger, “The High Cost of Prison Tuition,” University of Miami Law Review
(May 1986), 910.
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of approaches which may yield high returns on low dollar in-
vestments.

3. OERI should sponsor long-term studies of the “education effort”
in the Nation’s correctional institutions. “Report cards” which
compare the efforts of the States should be issued, and studies
which evaluate the long-range impact on the lives of former in-
mates and the long-term savings for society should be funded.




17. To improve the transition between school and work and ensure u
systematic approach to adult education, OERI must increas:e its ef-
forts to identify and evaluate promising programs and practices.

A foundation in basic literacy skills is needed by every citizen to
function in school, in the family, in the community, in the voting
booth, and in the workplace.143 It is consqrvativelg estimated that
between 20 and 30 million adults have serious problems with basic
skills. According to a report on adult literacy:

They cannot read, write, compute, solve problems, communicate, or perform other
basic intellectual functions well enough to gain or hold good jobs, to participate ef-
fectively in public life, or to meet many of the challenges of everyday living in an
increasingly complex world. ... Unless we greatly increase the skills of our work-
force, we cannot maintain the health of our economy, ward off foreign competition,

enhance productivity, and in general maintain our standard of living. It is those 20
mitlion. plus whose skills must increase the most.,” 144

Literacy advocacy is nothing new. Every decade sees the launch-
ing of a new literacy program. In World War I, the U.S. Armed
Forces developed tests for recruits when it was discovered that
many of them could not read. Durin World War II, the Armed
Forces provided 303,000 soldiers with literacy training. In the
1950’s, libraries began donating substantial space and personnel to
tutoring programs. In 1965, Congress created the Adult Education
Program, which included Adult Basic Education (ABE) grograms
designed to boost literacy and job skills. In 1970, former resident
Richard M. Nixon established the Right to Read Program which
promised to abolish illiteracy in 10 years. The program, labelled a
failure by critics because of jts limited scope and underfunding,
was l;‘)hased out in 1977,

Like other industrialized countries, the United States during the
nineteenth century, developed two different levels of educational
expectation—one for an academic elite, the other for the rest of the
population. The majority of students are expected t) learn routine
skills, simple math, and basic reading. They are :.ot expected to
learn the higher-order functions of thinking and reasoning: these
are reserved for the elite, originally in separate high schools, and
in college preparatory programs. The curriculum most Americans
are exposed to gives them little chance to learn to construct con-
vincing arguments and to understand complex systems,145

Each year, 700,000 young people—as many as 50 percent in
inner-city schools—drop out of higﬁ school; an equal number gradu-
ate without functional literacy. In short, every year we are sending

'43 Paul E. Barton and Irwin S, Kirsch, Workplace Competencies: The Need to Improve Liter.
‘1,!?90 agg Employment Readiness, OERI Information Services Policy Perspectives &ries, July

'44 Chisman, Forrest P, Jump Start: The Federal Role in Adul’ Literacy, (Connecticut: South-
port Institute for Policy Analysis, January 1989), -2,

'¢® National Center on Education and the Economy, America's Choice: High Skills or Low
Wages! Report of the Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce, June 1890, 100.
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1.5 million young people into the job market without the skills
needed to survive and succeed.!4® Postsecondary training and edu-
cation for the workforce appears to be a collection of bureaucratic
subsystems rather than a coherent, unified system to effectively ad-
dress the needs of employees and employers.!4? Employers face a
multiplicity of problems when recruiting qualified candidates. The
New York Telephone Company, for example, had to test 57,000 ap-
plicants in order to find 2,100 who were qualified for entry level
technical jobs.!4® The Hudson Institute discovered that the average
adult, aged 21 to 25, is not reading at the level which was required
in 1984 for the typical job; and while the average reading level
needed for the 26 million jobs expected to be created by the year
2000 will be 3.6, the average language skill level of current labor
market entrants is about 2.6.14° In the critical area of the employ-
ment of individuals with disabilities, a 1989 study indicated that
fewer than half of those 16-21 years of age worked for pay, and less
than 15 percent of those out of school for more than a year re-
ceived training or continuing education.!5°
Most of our high schools provide few opportunities for students
to build bridges to the workplace or to gain the values, habits, and
skills that European tyouth generally acquire through training and
mentoring as part of the apprenticeship programs in which they
are involved. Unfortunately, our apprenticeship system—where the
average apprentice is 29 years or older—is neither designed or per-
ceived as a school-to-work transition program. In fact, our high
schools are not organized to meet the needs of employers or work-
bound students. Even the vocational education system does a better
job of placing its students in post-secondary educational institu-
tions than placing them in jobs related to their course of study.!5!?
OER], in researching the appropriateness of curricula, must care-
fully evaluate the work of successful alternative high schools and
establish a process for replicating their exemplary approaches. For
example, the 70001 Training and Employment Institute uses a
“competency-based curriculum” to teach job-readiness skills (such
as resume writing, interviewing techniques, dependability, appear-
ance, staff interaction, and attitude) which have been disregarded
by most training programs.!52 Croom Vocational High School in
Maryland, takes at-risk students, a third of whom have droi:ped
out, and manages to dgain an 80 percent completion rate with 95
rcent obtaining and holding jobs. At Jane Addams Vocational
igh School in the South Bronx, New York 300 students have par-
ticipated in The South Bronx Entreg(:'eneurial Education Project, a
five-month “capitalist boot camp.” Companies formed by these stu-
dents have produced sales of more than $100,000 in a two-year
period. The value of the program is measured not only by the suc-

148 Secretary Elizabeth Dole, Remarks Before the Education Writers Association, April 5,
1890, Chicago, Illinois, 1-2.

147 America’s Choice, 55.

148 America’s Choice, 23.

14° Committee on Economic Development, An America That Works: The Life-Cycle Approach
toa Co'rln‘ﬁnlmve Work Force, 1990, 67.

'$0 “The Study of Programs of Instruction for Handicupped Children and Youth in Day and
Residential Ca,re Facilities” Mathematica Policy Research, 1989, Princeton New Jersey, 5.

181 America's Choice, 46-47.

183 An America That Works, 15,
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cess of the business, but also by the heightened self-esteem and in-
creased math achievement levels produced by entrepreneurship.!53

An additional source of innovative curriculum development
exists within the Department of Defense (DoD). According to the
Office of Technology Assessment, much of what is known about
basic skills comes from the military sector. DoD is “the largest
single trainer in the United States” and has made major contribu-
tions to the development of effective training technologies. One ex-
ample is the U.S. Air Force’s role in the development of instruc-
tional systems design (ISD) in the 1950s and 1960s. Originall con-
ceived as a component of “programmed instruction,” ISD has
proven useful in the development of all types of trainirg. ISD ap-
proaches have been shared with the private sector and are now
widely used bf' training-intensive companies.!5* While “some find-
ings from military research are directly relevant to the private
sector, more research needs to be focused solely on the civilian
workforce. . . .” 155

Evidence is mounting that significant numbers of workers need
greater and more complex academic and occupational skills. Re-
search on the benefits of “contextualized” or ‘“applied” instruction
(such as that found in high-quality vocational programs) suggests
that these methods can promote the academic skil attainment of
large numbers of students, whether those students are workborrad
or bound for postsecondary education. Programs that more fully in-
tegrate academic and vocational instruction are mandated by the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act
as an important strategy for meeting the Nation’s need for an
internationally-competitive workforce.

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education is
making the study of academic-vocational integration efforts a prior-
ity. The National Center has identified several exemplary pro-
grams with va ins goals—from remediation efforts to strategies
that prepare individuals for both immediate emf)loyment and post-
secondary education. These innovations are re atively young, not
wide-spread, and few in number. Information about various kinds
of programs, their goals, how they operate, and how to develop
them is sparse among urban academic and vocational practioners.

Academic and vocational integration is finding advocates among
various groups, including:

l. Business representatives and researchers reporting on
changing American workplaces that require workers with in-
creased academic, analytical, problem-solving, learning-to-
learn, and interpersonal skills.

2. Economic forecasters who project that Americans are un-
dergoing 4 to 6 job changes over their work lives.

3. Vocational educators concerned with increasing the rel-
evance of their programs.

4. Postsecondary educators concerned with enrolling stu-
gents who can benefit from training without substantial reme-

iation.

183 An America That Works, 77,
184 OTA, Worker Training, 65.
188 OTA, Worker Training, 179.
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5. National R&D specialists who identify ‘“contextualized” in-
struction as a powerful pedagogy for instilling academic skills
in students of varying ability levels.158

With the literacy rates of our economic competitors bordering on
100 percent and a looming U.S. labor shortage, enormous national
efforts are required to. upgrade the skill levels of our population.
An estimated 13 percent of American adults (between 17 and 21
million persons) failed the literacy survey conducted for the U.S.
Department of Education in 1982.157 Passage of this literacy test,
according to the Congressional Research Service, may be “equiva-
lent to obtaining an elementary school education.” 158

A recent OERI report underscores the current realities:

Present literacy levels are much too low to meet current needs and
expectations. . . . From the labor supply standpoint, we face a future where minority

pulations with traditionally lower educational attainments and traditionally

ower literacy levels will be a growing proportion of new labor force entrants. Thus,
saciety will have to run faster just to stay in the same place.” 159

The terms ‘“‘workforce” and “workplace” are sometimes used
interchangeably in describing basic skills programs. In its report,
the Office of Technology Arsessment (OTA) distinguishes between
the two terms: “workforce”’ programs are for people not currently
employed who need improved basic skills or work readiness skills
to enter the workworld, while “workplace’” basic skills programs
are for employees. This distinction provides clear parameters for
the discussion on adult literacy and basic skills.

Since the early 1980s, a number of workplace basic skills pro-
grams have been launched. These usually involve cooperative ef-
forts by businesses, unions, educational institutions, and govern-
ment.?%° This holistic approach ensures that persons most in need
of a total support system (personal counseling, remedial education,
basic skills, and literacy) are provided with the basis for a lifetime
of Kroductive employment.

mong the many entities offering adult education programs, li-
braries stand poised to provide a much more innovative and cre-
ative approach to adult learning. Libraries can, and must, contrib-
ute towards the achievement of the National Education Goals, par-
ticularly the 5th goal which calls for every adult American to be
literate. Libraries can provide a vital resource for individuals for
whom school has not or does not work. Today, libraries offer basic
skills programs not only for dropouts and the underemployed, but
also for the many thousands of arriving immigrants. It is clear, for
example, that “.. . public libraries played a major role in the early
part of the century in assimilating children and adults into our na-
tional life.” 18! In New York City, the Queens Borough Library
system is the busiest public library in the country. It has experi-
enced an increase of 121 percent in circulation since 1981, and for
the past three years has distributed more than 13.2 million books,

188 Dr, Mary Cross, Director, Washington Liaison Office, The National Center for Research in
Vocational Education.

187 1],S. Department of Education, Adult Literacy Estimates for States, Revised April 14, 1986.

188 CRS, National Educutional Goals.
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magazines, and tapes. To learn English as a second language, an
immigrant can go to any library branch, The Queens Library
system has the lar%?st program, teaching 3,500 people a year in its
“New Americans Project.” 182 QERI is authorized under Public
Law 101-254, the Library Services and Construction Act, Titles ]-
VIII, to administer 10 ‘major programs which provide formula
grants to the States to assist public libraries in establishing and
improving services, making effective use of technology, and provid-
ing funds for library-based adult literacy projects.

ile it is impossible to calculate the exact amount of Federal
dollars being spent on adult education, an insignificant percentage
is directed towards the identification of promising programs
through careful evaluation. According to Forrest P. Chisman, Di-
rector of the Project on Adult Literacy, both the government and
the private sector spend only a few million dollars a year on re-
search.lsa

Federal assistance for adult education and literacy programs is
primarily authorized through the Adult Education Act (AEA)
which serves 3.5 million people annually. In spite of appropriations
of $193 million in fiscal year 1990, the research base underpinning
this program is thin. “Only about 1 percent of the Federal Adult
Education Act funds went to research in fiscal year 1990, for exam-
ple. Moreover from 1975 to 1988, no AEA funds were available for
national programs, a key source of funds for basic education re-
search, evaluation and dissemination.” 164

In June 1986, the Department of Education identified 79 pro-
grams in 14 Federal agencies that conducted adult literacy pro-
grams. Coordinating these programs in order for them to, at the
very least, benefit from research findings is still to be achieved.
Legislation designed to accomplish this was unsuccessful in the
101st Congress.185

America must develop a coherent system of lifetime education
and training. We must invest funds in research, dissemination, and
technical assistance. It is absurd that in the America of the 1990’s,
those seeking to start a basic skills program are left without a re-
sea:('ich base to identify effective models to meet their particular
needs.

Given the magnitude of the basic skills problems in the United
States, there is a pressing need for more research on how to up-
grade workplace basic skills and basic skills in general. Two of
OERI's 18 research centers—the Center on Adult Literacy and the
Center on the Educational Quality of the Workforce—focus primar-
ily on workforce issues. This research could help decision-makers
determine the extent to which work lace basic skills programs will
need to modify the traditional model of adult basic education. On a
broader scale, greater emphasis and far more resources will need to
be directed toward learnin research, program evaluation, and
best-practice dissemination if the Nation is to ever realize a goal of
eliminating the adult basic skills problem, 188

—

'62 Donatella Lorch, New York Times, June 13, 1991,
163 Chisman, 6.
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According to the Jump start report, “. .. overall, the field is intel-
lectually, institutionally and politically weak and fragmented.
... We have remarkably little research-based knowledge about
what works in basic skills education for adults, and we fail to make
very good use of what we do know.” 187 The report makes it clear
that by the year 2010, a demographic crisis will occur as members
of the baby boom generation will begin to retire. “If in the next
twenty years we achieve high levels of growth the demographic
deadline need not be of great concern. But unless we meet or sur-
pass the rates of growth in our postwar years, there is a real possi-
bility that the American standard of living will wither away.” 188
The progress we make in the area of adult education may be a crit-
ical factor in avoiding the consequences of the demographic dead-
line.

In a recent study, Judith A. Alamprese of San Francisco State
University, found that above and beyond the inadequate research
base, there have been insufficient mechanisms for disseminating
the minimal information that has been produced. “While...[the]
National Diffusion Network has been a primary vehicle for dis-
seminating information about a small number of exemplary liter-
acy programs. . .this system is used by only a small number of lit-
eracy service providers. Access to the NDN also has been limited
because of its evaluation requirements, which few literacy pro-
grams attempt to meet.” 192 According to Alamprese, information
on adult literacy programs available through ERIC has ‘“minimal
utility for practitioners.” She further argues that, ‘‘greater atten-
tion needs to be given to improving the presentation of research re-
sults to make them more relevant to service providers;. . . that the
integration of research and technical assistance is particularly im-
portant, since one of the greatest barriers to the improvement of
literacy programs has been the limited use of knowledge we have
acquired of adult learners.” 179

The proposed District Education Agent Program (see Recommen-
dation 13) makes possible the necessary linkages at the local level
to allow for the maximum use of State, local and Federal resources
directed in the area of adult literacy. There is a clear need to care-
fully evaluate Federal, State, local and privately-funded programs
so that effective models can be disseminated. To meet this need,
some State officials have proposed the creation of a National Basic
Skills Consortium (NBSC) which “...would work to develop ways
that States and other service providers could share assessment and
testing tools, curricula and other products and information. It
would also promote joint development of needed products and pro-
grams.” 17! In supporting the need for accurate data and careful
research, the Commission on Workforce Quality and Labor Market
Efficiency states:

167 Chisman, 5.
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Quality, nonpaitisan labor market research is the best foundation for labor
market policy. Absent this research, policy will be based, at best, on intuition and,
at worst, on special interests.

[The] paucity of research is due in large nart to low levels of government funding
for human resource research. Since 1975, inflation-adjusted funding levels for re-
search and evaluation have been cut by 52 percent in the Department of Labor,
while those in the Department of Education have been cut by 63 percent. We be-
lieve that it is essential that the Departments of Labor and Education take the lead
in addressing this problem by increasing their support of research.

Research should be viewed as a major component of the missions of both the De-
partments of Labor and Education and should be funded accordingly. The research
agenda should emphasize experimental evaluations of human resource programs,
analysis of determinants of the labor market status of the economically disadvan-
mged;1z:nd collection and dissemination of information on best employment prac-
tices, 17+

OERI must, in cooperation with the Department of Labor, take
the initiative to develop a national strategy on adult education
which would replace the existing inadequate system which is re-
flective of an inadequate knowledge base and fragmented Federal

olicy. In addition, OERI should work closely with the Office of
gpecial Education Programs (OSEP) and monitor the model transi-
tion programs authorized in Public Law 101-476, the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Besides creating the grants
program, the law mandated that States include transition services
In each individualized education program (IEP) before the student
reaches the age of 16. A program based on this model can suggest a
pattern of services that might be applicable for children with dis-
abilities and their non-disabled peers.

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. OERI should give priority attention to the identification of liter-
acydprograms and programs that work best for those most in
need.

2. OERI should create a multi-disciplinary adult education special-
ist panel to guide research, development, and dissemination in
the area of adult literacy. The panel should identify research
gaps, describe the need for new research, and synthesize re-
search and evaluation findings, including programs that have
worked well with the military, industry, immigrants, second-
ary education Chapter One Programs, and special education
students with learning disabilities.

3. District Education Agents, proposed in Recommendation 13,
should have as a chief mandate the need to address adult illit-
eracy within their districts. The DEA’s should ensure that
such programs are carefully nurtured and developed through
the use of research findings and appropriate technical assist-
ance.

4. OERI should work with private industry to develop demonstra-
tion programs for national television programming that could
be as relevant to adult illiteracy as “Sesame Street” is to early
learning. By sharing program model development costs with

7% Commission on Workforce Quality and Labor Market Efficiency, Investing in People: A
Strategy to Address America'’s Workforce Crisis, A Report to the Secretary of ﬁubor and the
American People. (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Labor Day 1984) 36-37.
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the Department of Labor and with private industry and engag-
ing in a broad national awareness campaign, OERI can make
major inroads in using television’s full educational potential.

5. Serious consideration should be given to instituting more infor-
mational literacy demonstration programs in libraries across
the Nation by establishing cooperative agreements between
colleges, libraries, and community-based organizations.

2. : 1040




18. OERI must address the need for an expanded educational base
by promoting research which fully explores the educational utility
of institutions such as public television, museums, zoos, planetar-
iums, symphony halls and theaters.

A “learning society” or “nation of students” must not allow itself
to be confined by the walls and ceilings of classrooms. Every vehi-
cle, facility, institution, instrument, etc. must be examined; the pos-
sible yield of educational benefits must be identified; and strategies
?nd methods must be employrd to maximize such educational bene-

its.

A “learning society” must be saturated with activities which gen-
erate information and encourage learning. What happens in formal
classrooms is the most direct, elemental and obvious knowledge
transfer process. But, classrooms are not the most effective or most
efficient way to teach. The classroom process probably yields its
best and most profound results when it is supplemented and sup-
ported by additional learning experiences at home, in church, on
. trips, via irteraction with non-formal cultural and educational in-
stitutions.

Research and development may be utilized to establish standards
and practices which encourage a more systematic interaction and
utilization of the non-classroom institutions. Very practical advan-
tages may be gained by pushing the educational process beyond the
school walls. The traditional need to have a physical place in the
school for every enrolled student for a set number of hours each
day is a practice which increases the capital costs for education.
Even after construction, the maintenance and security of buildings
places a great strain on the budgets of schools and greatly reduce
the amount of funds available for instruction-related activities.

State-of-the-art science and technology museums, art museums,
planetariums, zoos, etc. may offer students far more meaningful
learning experiences than the classroom teacher or the antiquated
school laboratories. Partnerships with nonprofit groups and the in-
vestment of education funds in freestanding educational facilities
and activities represent the kind of “new American school” ap-
proach that deserves systematic exploration. Instructional compo-
nents for students at many levels should be incorporated into the
operations of all of the non-classroom educational institutions; how-
ever, special incentives including financial support will be neces-
sary in order for this to take place on a significant scale.

Students may travel to these non-school resources; or it is possi-
ble to bring many of the benefits to the students in their class-
rooms or at home. Educational television must be further devel-
oped as a vehicle for better utilizing many of the non-classroom re-
sources. For any single school district, the increased use aof televi-
sion represents prohibitive costs; however, OERI is in a position to
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promote partnerships, consortiums and other joint arrangements to
facilitate the enrichment of student instruction.

Numerous precedents for the use of non-school educational insti-
tutions exist already. The present need is for a more systematic ap-
proach to improve the output of such efforts and for a better orga-
nizel((l t’affort to identify and disseminate information about “what
works.”

Each of our last seven Presidents agreed that the arts are at the
core of what we are and what we should know. Yet, there remains
a major gap between the need for arts education and the resources
available for its implementation in the schools.

As schools come under increasing pressure to respond to the des-
perate number of social and educational problems their students
face—from homelessness to drug and child abuse—they must enlist
the support of other educationally related institutions that have
traditionally served as adjuncts to schools for middle class families.
Ronne Hartfield, Executive Director of Urban Gateways: The
Center for Arts in Education (one of the largest multi-cultural arts
education organizations in the country), has said that “the arts
play a unique role in reshaping urban education to more effectively
address the needs of multi-cultural student populations.” 173 The
need to collaborate and coordinate services between and among in-
stitutions dedicated to expanding cultural horizons, (e.g., museums,
art galleries, theaters, symphony halls) has to be addressed if we
are to meet the National Education Goals.

Museums, libraries, art galleries, and planetariums are visible
public institutions which create community intellectual centers by
their mere presence. Cultural institutions that communicate the
idea of using collections to meet an agenda for learning have taken
strides towards creating a population of learners. For example, the
children who participate in “Learning to Read Through the Arts”
workshops (operated in cooperation with the Solomon R. Guggen-
heim Museum in New York City) come from a variety of ethnic,
socio-economic and academic backgrounds. Those with poor aca-
demic and personal self-images gain new confidence when their sto-
ries and art work are exhibited in schools and museums; untapped
leadershg) qualities emerge as children discover that teachers,
peers and the general public appreciate their talents.?74

Museum programs offer enormous potential for use by schools.
Of the 4,400 nonprofit museums (50 percent devoted to history; 20
percent to science), over 10 percent wer2 designed for children. The
educational outreach efforts of museums have expanded beyond
guided tours, gallery talks, and classes for adult visitors to educa-
tional programs which are cooperatively planned and implemented
with local area schools. All museums—no matter what they collect
or display—can help students develop their language skills and the
students’ abilities to communicate with others. Interactive muse-
ums, such as San Francisco’s Exploratorium, provide young people
with a “hands on” science ¢xperience that would be impossigle

113 Sandra Furey, "Connecting Culture And Education,” Perspectives: Educating America’s
Youth in the Arts and Their Cultural Heritage, (Washington, DC: The John F. Kennedy Center
for Performing Arts, 1990 9.

17¢ Barbara Rabson, “Reading and Riting at the Guggenheim,”" School Arts, V81 N8, April
1982, (EJ260606) 13-15.
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within the traditional classroom setting. They also provide the focii
for young people, particularly young women and minorities, to
meet role models who can show them that scientific inventions
have not been the exclusive preserves of white males. In a study
that compared responses of fifth and sixth grade students who vis-
ited two participating science museums, the scores on visual tests
were consistently higher than the students who had classroom
lesson only. These findings indicate that a distinct correlation
exists between the better test scores and the museum vigits.175

Art galleries and museums should serve as key resources for
schools endeavoring to move from a predominately Eurocentric
curriculum to multi-cultural or Afrocentric curriculums. Coopera-
tive programs between schools, museums, and art galleries have
demonstrated that they can help engender an enriched understand-
ing of the holistic nature of cultures by relating to the students’
affective, as well as cognitive, understandings.!78

Access to public museums and other cultural institutions by indi-
viduals with disabilities implies more than just getting people into
buildings; it also means offering educationai programs that encour-
age and facilitate increased participation for groups with special
needs, thus assuring that the “art forms” are intellectually accessi-
ble to all members of society.177 Express-Ways at the Chicago
Public Library Cultural Center is an interactive children’s art
center which has an assured future because of the enthusiastic re-
sponse of Chicago’s children and teachers. For the designers, Su-
zanne Cohan and Jean Unsworth, Express-Ways conveys their con-
viction that the arts play a vital role in the learning of all stu-
dents. Workshops for children with disabilities make Express-Ways
a special experience for these children. Another unique feature of

and the classroom,178

Aileycamp, a summer camp sponsored by the Alvin Ailey Dance
Ensemble, uses dance as the core curriculum to improve self-
esteem, creative expression, and cognitive skills in middle school
children of lower socio-economic status, and addresses three factors
that increase a student’s risk of dropping out: poor social bonding
to positive role models and institutional structures; deficits in per-
sonal, interpersonal and cognitive skills; and lack of appropriate
activities and oppcrtunities for participation. Of the 117 students
(75 percent rated as high risk) who participated in 1989, 102 com-
pPleted the summer with many triumphs and transformations,!79

Opera America, an arts education or anization, has developed
the first K-12 testbook series for opera. ’lghe series includes two ap-
proaches at each of the four grade levels: (1) in “Create and
Produce,” students develop the story, write the music, and then

178 Minda Borun, et al., "Planets and Pulleys: Studies of Class Visits to Science Museums,”
ERIC Digest (Washington, DC, OERI. ED26796gi.

'7¢ Kathleen Desmond. " African Elegance at the Canton Art Institute: An Exhibition Review
and Participatory Learning Strategies,” Art Education, V38, July 1985, (EJ319136) 17-20.

'’ Sandra K. Mims, "Art Museums and Special Audiences,” School Arts, March 1982, 32-33.
27”‘ Jean Mormon Unsworth, “Express-Ways,” School Arts, V82 N9, May 1983, (EJ280140) 26-
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produce the work; (2) in “Great Works,” students analyze specific
works from traditional opera literature using strategies developed
in the classroom.!8°

Beyond the content they carry and the culture they provide, the
arts—music, poetry, visual imagery—serve as a powerful tool for
learning how to learn. The arts help us “fix” information in our
minds, successfully creating the anticipatory set at the emotional/
feeling level for the cognitive content.'®! In a study of 52 urban
black children (ages 4 and 5) taken on weekly structured trips to
z00s and selected museums over a six-week period, a 20.88 percent
increase in scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (used to
measure receptive language ability) was achieved by the preschool-
ers tested. Even in the unstructured trips, an 8.1 percent increase
in scores was achieved.!82

Arts in education—traditionally perceived to be for the already
motivated—is now beginning to be seen as a necessary part of life
for all. Both educators and artists, and their institutions, have to
be involved and learn together. The times are right for much more
interaction to take place.!83

Based on the needs, concerns, and suggestions outlined in this
section, the following recommendations require immediate atten-
tion:

1. Research should be conducted on pilot programs that aim to
enrich the lives of children from poor and dysfunctional fami-
lies through activities centered around museums, planetar-
iums, zoos and other educational and cultural pursuits. The re-
search should be longitudinal in nature, focusing on the way
such stimuli affect attitudes towards learning from preschool
to early adulthood.

9. OERI must develop models for interactive educational resource
cores that bring cultural institutions in as an integral part of
the instruction process.

3. OERI should also conduct research to better define how schools
and cultural institutions can best complement each other.
Field-initiated researchers should be encouraged to discuss
their findings within mainstream educational, rather than just
cultural, publications (e.g., museum and library journals).

4. OERI should sponsor model upproaches to the development of
multi-cultural curricula. Such programs should call for collabo-
ration between schools, museums, and other cultural and edu-
cational institutions.

5. Research should be conducted which fully examines the possible
practical benefits of “schools without walls.” The impact of
such an approach on school construction and maintenance
costs should be examined. The opportunities created for flexi-
ble use of facilities and intergenerational utilization should
also be examined.

180 Marthalie Furber, 'Partnerships by Example,’’ Perspectives, 40.
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6. The vast potential of educational television and it's ability to
transmit the resources of the non-school ipstitutions should be

more fully studied and demonstration projects must be promot-

ed to establish working models suitable for school districts of
all sizes.




19. OERI must provide leadership for the establishment of a more
definitive Federal position on the value of the involvement of par-
ents and community-based organizations in achieving the National
Education Goals, and for determining the optimum quantity and
quality of government support for activities which encourage and
enhance the involvement of parents and community-based organiza-
tions.

There is an increased and almost universal recognition of the
fact that schools alone cannot bear the burden of educating our
children. Among all of the concerned sectors, there is a consensus
that the success of educational reform requires a combination of
school, parental, and community involvement. Extensive evidence
shows that the role of parents in the education of their children is
crucial. Parent involvement is absolutely fundamental for an effec-
tive education system. Yet, in 1981, the Reagan Administration
successfully persuaded Congress to repeal most parent involvement
provisions in Federel education law, on the grounds that they un-
dermined the authority of local officials. To date, no similar sweep-
ing Federal policy has been promulgated which changes this offi-
cial position. Although several major pieces of legislation have re-
quired greater parent involvement, the present position of the Ex-
ecutive Branch on this crucial function remains clouded. While
America 2000 casually refers to parents and families at several
points, this education strategy of the current administration does
not indicate a Federal preference for the assignment of a strong de-
cision-making role to parents.

The successful implementat_ion of the National Education Goals

will require the full cooperation and participation of parents and
their entire communities. The Committee for Economic Develop-
ment’s report, Children in Need, stresses the need for increased
community garticipation in all aspects of the educational process:
“...the problems of children in need call for collaborations that
must extend beyond the traditional limits of the schools.” 184 Ap
example of this collaboration is Forward in the Fifth: A Communi-
ty Partnership for Rural Kentucky which provides both technical
and ﬁnancialpassistance to encourage a partnership between par-
ents and businesses to promote greater communication between
schools and the community in order to combat problems of low
achievement and high dropout rates.185

Dr. Don Davies, President of the Institute for Responsive Educa-
tion, testified that despite all the benefits of that are known to
result from increased linkages between the school and the commu-

nity, “...many public schools—including most urban schools—

tA4Committee for Economic Development, Research and Policy Comniittee, Children 1n Need:
Investment Strategies for the Educationally Disadvantaged (Washington: CED, 1987) 65-u6
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have weak connecticns with the families and communities they
serve. Most have had a tradition of nsqlatlon.” 186 Dy, James
Comer, in discussing resistance to parental involvement, states:
[Although] children in school would benefit from high parental involvement, school
personnel often resist such involvement. . . . Many teachers  and
administrators . . . attribute s 100l problems to a willful failure of youngsters to
work hard enough and behave well....[They] see parents as the problem [rather
than] part of the solution.

Often an unspoken fear |of school personnel] is that if power is shared, power is or
eventually will be lost. If parents become involved in school policy and practice,
{they] are sharing power.

Ironically, the other major area of resistance .. . is the parents themselves. ... Man
parents are concerned that they are only being brought in to be told about the fail-
ure of their children, and parents perceive 